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discrimination and exclusion.

Degree Type
Dissertation

Degree Name
Doctor of Philosophy (PhD)

Graduate Group
Sociology

First Advisor
Chenoa A. Flippen

Keywords
American identity, Assimilation, Incorporation, Latino, Racial attitudes, Racialization

Subject Categories
Sociology

This dissertation is available at ScholarlyCommons: https://repository.upenn.edu/edissertations/4383

BECOMING AMERICAN: THE SOCIAL AND POLITICAL INCORPORATION OF LATINOS
Angie Nathaly Ocampo
A DISSERTATION
in
Sociology
Presented to the Faculties of the University of Pennsylvania
in
Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the
Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
2021

Supervisor of Dissertation
_____________________
Chenoa A. Flippen
Associate Professor of Sociology

Graduate Group Chairperson
_____________________
Wendy Roth
Associate Professor of Sociology

Dissertation Committee
Daniel J. Hopkins, Professor of Political Science
Michael Jones-Correa, President’s Distinguished Professor of Political Science
Camille Zubrinsky Charles, Walter H. and Leonore C. Annenberg Professor in the Social
Sciences, Professor of Sociology

BECOMING AMERICAN: THE SOCIAL AND POLITICAL INCORPORATION OF LATINOS
COPYRIGHT
2021
Angie Nathaly Ocampo

Para mis papás, a quienes les debo todo.

iii

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
I would like to thank everyone that has been a part of my graduate school journey and that
has helped to make this dissertation possible. First, I would like to give a special thanks to
my dissertation committee for all of their generous and kind support and mentorship
throughout the years: Chenoa Flippen, Camille Charles, Dan Hopkins and Michael JonesCorrea. I have had the great privilege of learning from some of the best race and
immigration scholars across both sociology and political science, and I am so grateful for
their support in making this interdisciplinary project a reality. To Chenoa, my dissertation
committee chair, I am grateful for your constant push to dig deeper and produce the best
kind of scholarly work. Your belief in and support of my (at times, unconventional)
research ideas have meant a lot to me, and it is thanks to your endless encouragement and
thoughtful feedback that I have blossomed into the scholar I am today. You are truly an
inspirational and generous mentor, and I am grateful to have been your student. Camille,
thank you for being a fantastic cheerleader and source of support throughout my graduate
career. I learned a lot from you over the years, from being your teaching assistant, to seeing
your mentorship of undergraduate students. Michael, thank you for always being a kind,
generous, and supportive mentor. I am grateful for your encouragement to think about the
big picture theoretical questions, while also paying attention to the key nuances, which has
made me a better scholar. Dan, your expertise, insight, and feedback has been invaluable
to helping me develop this project. Thank you for your mentorship, advice, and for helping
me grow as a political scientist.
This project would not have been possible without the funding of multiple sources at the
University of Pennsylvania. I was able to complete this project largely thanks to the
generous support from the GAPSA-Provost Fellowship for Interdisciplinary Innovation. I
would also like to acknowledge the financial support of the School of Arts and Sciences
Dissertation Research Fellowship, the Center for the Study of Ethnicity, Race and
Immigration’s Turner-Schulman Graduate Fellowship, and the department of sociology’s
Gertrude and Otto Pollak Summer Research Fellowship.
iv

I am grateful for having made so many lifelong friends at Penn, who have made the dayto-day experience of graduate school bearable (and fun!) and for allowing me to vent
throughout the whole process. My cohort has been there through every step of the way,
offering support through group exam studying and writing groups—special thanks in
particular to Liz Jacobs, Kennan Cepa and Jeylan Erman. I also greatly benefited from the
mentorship of more advanced students (now alumni), including Sarah Adeyinka-Skold,
Shantee Rosado, and David Kirui, whose advice and insight helped guide me throughout
the process. Thank you to my office mate and dear friend, Shaquilla Harrigan, for her
encouragement on the toughest days. I would also like to thank all of my friends from
LAGAPSA for all of the fun memories and for making Penn feel like home. In particular,
Ana Alvarez has been there for me through all of the ups and downs of life these past few
years, and I am so grateful for your friendship.
Last but not least, I would like to thank my family for everything. My parents left their
lives behind in Colombia in the pursuit of a better future, and their dreams and sacrifices
have made this milestone possible. Their determination and hard work has always been an
inspiration. I would like to thank my parents for always supporting me throughout all of
my endeavors, and offering their love and encouragement every step of the way. This
degree is as much theirs as it is mine. To Angela, I am so lucky to have you as a sister, best
friend, colleague, mentor, and confidant. Your advice and guidance, daily pep talks and
encouragement were key in helping me get through the toughest days. Being able to confide
in you about even the smallest things have made this journey feel less lonely and difficult.
I truly could not have done this without you. To Marcus, you have made every day more
joyful and full of happiness. I am grateful to be on this journey called life with you. Thank
you for being there for me daily, especially for your patience, encouragement, and
unconditional love.

v

ABSTRACT
BECOMING AMERICAN: THE SOCIAL AND POLITICAL INCORPORATION OF
LATINOS
Angie Nathaly Ocampo
Chenoa A. Flippen
As a group comprised of mostly immigrants and their descendants, Latinos’
eventual “assimilation” and the place they occupy in American society remains an open
question. Despite the immigrant incorporation literature’s emphasis on intermarriage as
symbolizing the erosion of group boundaries, this dissertation examines incorporation
more broadly. I argue that Latino incorporation is tied to racialization. First, I evaluate the
position Latinos occupy in the racial hierarchy, which I examine by comparing the
perceptions that Latinos have of various groups—White, Black and other Latinos, through
a survey of the group’s racial attitudes in Durham, North Carolina. Second, I examine
whether Latinos are perceived to be full participants in American society, from the
perspective of White and Black Americans, which I explore in two ways. I examine
whether Latinos are seen as American through a conjoint survey experiment. Next, I
explore whether the benefits of a shared group identity are extended to Latinos, by
comparing support for redistribution toward Latino and White owned businesses in the
aftermath of COVID-19 through a survey experiment. This dissertation highlights the
importance of the group’s racialization in shaping their path to incorporation. Unlike
European migrants from the 20th century, the overall picture is that Latinos are not neatly
assimilating into American society by gravitating closer to whites. At the same time, this
dissertation shows how the heterogeneity of the group should be explicitly considered.
vi

Latinos will have different incorporation pathways depending on their immigration status,
family background, skin color, contact with others, perceived insecurity, among other
factors. This dissertation also emphasizes the importance of considering social
incorporation to fully understand the experiences of Latinos in the United States, as full
structural incorporation is likely to be influenced by Latinos’ experiences of discrimination
and exclusion.

vii

Table of Contents
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS..................................................................................................iv
ABSTRACT ...................................................................................................................vi
LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................ x
LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................ xiii
CHAPTER 1: Introduction ............................................................................................. 1
CHAPTER 2: Re-evaluating intergroup dynamics in the South: Racial attitudes among
Latino immigrants in Durham, NC.............................................................................. 10
Abstract ............................................................................................................................. 10
Introduction ...................................................................................................................... 11
Theoretical background ..................................................................................................... 14

Racial attitudes among Latinos ........................................................................................................... 16
Towards an integrated, multi-dimension view of Latino racial attitudes ........................................... 20

Data and Methods ............................................................................................................. 23

Study Design and Sample .................................................................................................................... 23
Measures............................................................................................................................................. 25

Descriptive Results ............................................................................................................ 29
Multivariate Results .......................................................................................................... 33

Perceptions of Whites ......................................................................................................................... 33
Perceptions of Blacks .......................................................................................................................... 34
Inter-Latino perceptions ..................................................................................................................... 37

Discussion.......................................................................................................................... 38
References......................................................................................................................... 45
Tables ................................................................................................................................ 50
Appendix A2 ...................................................................................................................... 55

CHAPTER 3: Unbreakable Walls: White and Black Attitudes Toward Latino
Incorporation ............................................................................................................ 56
Abstract ............................................................................................................................. 56
Introduction ...................................................................................................................... 57
Theoretical perspectives on Latino incorporation .............................................................. 60
American identity as a social identity................................................................................. 61
Where do Latinos fit within the concept of American society? ........................................... 63
Perceptions of Latinos ....................................................................................................... 64
Research questions and hypotheses .................................................................................. 65

viii

Methodology ..................................................................................................................... 66

Sample ................................................................................................................................................ 66
Additional variables of interest ........................................................................................................... 72
Analytic strategy ................................................................................................................................. 72

Results............................................................................................................................... 74

Descriptive statistics ........................................................................................................................... 74
American Rating .................................................................................................................................. 76
Differences between White and Black respondents ........................................................................... 77
How do strong identifiers draw group boundaries? ........................................................................... 78

Conclusions and implications ............................................................................................. 80
References......................................................................................................................... 85
Tables and Figures ............................................................................................................. 90
Appendices ...................................................................................................................... 106

Appendix A3: Sample profiles ........................................................................................................... 106
Appendix B3: Full list of conjoint experimental characteristics ........................................................ 107

CHAPTER 4: Boundaries of American Identity: Comparing Support for Redistributive
Policies Toward Latino and White Businesses in the Aftermath of COVID-19.............109
Abstract ........................................................................................................................... 109
Introduction .................................................................................................................... 110
National identity as a social identity ................................................................................ 113
Deservingness and support for welfare benefits .............................................................. 115
Perceived foreignness of Latinos ...................................................................................... 117
Research questions and hypotheses ................................................................................ 118
Methods .......................................................................................................................... 119
Results............................................................................................................................. 122

Experimental Manipulation and Condition Checks ........................................................................... 122
Descriptive statistics ......................................................................................................................... 123
Experimental Results: Differences between conditions ................................................................... 124
Differences by Party .......................................................................................................................... 126

Conclusion ....................................................................................................................... 128
References....................................................................................................................... 132
Tables and Figures .......................................................................................................... 136
Appendix A4 .................................................................................................................... 149

Chapter 5: Conclusion ...............................................................................................152

ix

LIST OF TABLES
Chapter 2:
Table 1: Descriptive statistics of dependent variables………………………………......50
Table 2: Descriptive statistics of explanatory variables……………………………....... 51
Table 3: Coefficients from models predicting Latino immigrant racial attitudes toward
Whites……………………………..……………………………..………………………52
Table 4: Coefficients from models predicting Latino immigrant racial attitudes toward
Blacks……………………………..……………………………..………………………53
Table 5: Coefficients from models predicting Latino immigrant racial attitudes toward
other Latinos……………………………..……………………………..………………..54
Appendix A2: Descriptive statistics for items in dependent and independent variables...55
Chapter 3:
Table 1: Descriptive statistics of respondents – demographic variables…………...……90
Table 2: Descriptive statistics of respondents – political………………………………...91
Table 3: Perceptions of American identity – descriptive statistics (ethnocultural)……...92
Table 4: Perceptions of American identity – descriptive statistics (civic) ………………93
Table 5: Perceptions of American identity – descriptive statistics (civic cont’d)……….94
Table 6: Perceptions of American identity – descriptive statistics (importance)………..94
Table 7: Importance of American identity, by party…………..………………………...95
Table 8: Average marginal component effects for all respondents……………………...97
Table 9: Marginal mean differences between White and Black respondents……………99
Table 10: Marginal mean differences in American identity attachment among White
respondents……………………………..……………………………..………………..101
Table 11: Marginal mean differences in racial identity attachment among Black
respondents……………………………..………………………………………………105

x

Appendix A3: Sample profiles……………………………..…………………………..106
Appendix B3: Full list of experimental characteristics…………………………………107
Chapter 4:
Table 1: T-tests of importance of American identity……………………………..…….137
Table 2: Descriptive statistics for dependent variables…………………………………137
Table 3: Descriptive statistics for independent variables………………………………138
Table 4: Coefficients from OLS regressions predicting perceived deservingness of
restaurant owner……………………………..……………………………..…………...139
Table 5: Coefficients from OLS regressions predicting support for government assistance
for restaurant owner………………………………………………………………...…..140
Table 6: Coefficients from OLS regressions predicting support for relief for small
businesses……………………………..……………………………..………………….142
Table 7: Coefficients from OLS regressions predicting likelihood of writing a letter to
representative……………………………..……………………………………...……..143
Table 8: Coefficients from OLS regressions predicting support for redistribution among
respondents exposed to condition 1……..……………………..…………………….…147
Table 9: Coefficients from OLS regressions predicting support for redistribution among
respondents exposed to condition 4……..…………………..…………………….……148
Table 10: Coefficients from OLS regressions predicting support for redistribution among
respondents exposed to condition 8……..………………..……………………………149
Table A4.1: Balance checks for condition 2 vs. condition 1……..……………………150
Table A4.2: Balance checks for condition 3 vs. condition 1……..……………………150
Table A4.3: Balance checks for condition 4 vs. condition 1……..……………………150
Table A4.4: Balance checks for condition 5 vs. condition 1……..………………….…151

xi

Table A4.5: Balance checks for condition 6 vs. condition 1……..………………….…151
Table A4.6: Balance checks for condition 7 vs. condition 1……..………………….…151
Table A4.7: Balance checks for condition 8 vs. condition 1……..………………….…152

xii

LIST OF FIGURES
Chapter 3:
Figure 1: Average marginal component effects of American rating for all respondents...........96
Figure 2: Marginal mean differences between White and Black respondents………………...98
Figure 3: Marginal mean differences in American identity attachment among White
respondents……………………………..……………………………..………………..……...100
Figure 4: Marginal mean differences in American identity attachment among Black
respondents……………………………..……………………………..…………………….....102
Figure 5: Marginal mean differences in racial identity attachment among White
respondents……………………………..……………………………………….……………..103
Figure 6: Marginal mean differences in racial identity attachment among Black
respondents……………………………..………………………………………….……....…..104
Chapter 4:
Figure 1: Predicted values of perceived deservingness among all respondents……….......…..140
Figure 2: Predicted values of supporting government assistance for restaurant owner among all
respondents…………………………………………………………………………..…….…..140
Figure 3: Predicted values of supporting relief for small businesses among all respondents….144
Figure 4: Predicted values of likelihood of writing a letter to congressional representative(s) in
support of small businesses among all respondents………………………………………….....144
Figure 5: Predicted values of perceived deservingness by party……..…………………………145
Figure 6: Predicted values of supporting government assistance for restaurant owner by party145
Figure 7: Predicted values of supporting relief for small businesses by party…………………146
Figure 8: Predicted values of likelihood of writing a letter to congressional representative(s) in
support of small businesses by party……..………………………………………………….…146

xiii

CHAPTER 1: Introduction
As Latinos have grown to 18 percent of the United States population, a critical
question is how they will continue to transform American society in the decades to come.
As a largely immigrant-descendant group with diverse phenotypes, socioeconomic
statuses, and countries of origin, the question of whether they will be seen as perpetual
foreigners, integrate into whiteness like their European immigrant predecessors, or be
stigmatized and more closely follow the Black experience remains unanswered (BonillaSilva 2004; Flores-González 2017; Lee and Bean 2007). This dissertation interrogates the
place of Latinos in American society by examining two sides of the immigrant assimilation
process: how Latinos view and interact with other racial groups, and in turn, how other
groups view Latinos.
Latino incorporation—both among immigrants and their descendants—has been
examined in different ways. Much of the emphasis in the sociological literature has been
on Latinos’ structural incorporation, focusing on whether Latinos achieve parity with
Non-Latino Whites (hereafter “Whites”) on socioeconomic characteristics (Alba and Nee
2003; Portes and Zhou 1993; Telles and Ortiz 2008). Within this literature, there is an
implicit assumption that with the acquisition of greater socioeconomic status, Latinos will
gradually integrate more into the “mainstream.”
While structural incorporation is critical to understanding the trajectory of Latinos,
equally important is how the group is integrating into American society at a social level.
Much of the sociological literature examining the social incorporation of the group
emphasizes intermarriage as symbolizing the erosion of group boundaries (Gordon 1985;
Lichter, Carmalt, and Qian 2011; Qian and Lichter 2007). Although Latinos have higher
1

rates of intermarriage with Whites compared to their non-Latino Black counterparts
(hereafter, “Black”), conceptualizing integration in this manner presents only a limited
picture. Recent work highlights that about 28 percent of married Latinos were in unions
with non-Hispanic Whites, compared to 7 percent married to other non-Latino groups
(Qian, Lichter, and Tumin 2018). Although these numbers suggest that intermarriage is
prevalent, this does not capture a substantial share of the Latino population and how they
are viewed more broadly.
Recently, scholars have considered Latinos’ social incorporation more broadly,
often focusing on how the group identifies. Even though some evidence suggests that
Latinos are more likely to identify as White across generations (Alba and Islam 2009),
other scholars highlight the persistent barriers of racialization and discrimination that limit
them from doing so. Scholars have argued that even identification as White among Latinos
is more complicated than it may seem based on demographic surveys, often suggesting
their attempt to claim full rights and belonging in American society (Dowling 2014). There
is also evidence that Latinos claim the identity of “Latino” due to discrimination and a
sense that others do not view them as American (Flores-González 2017; Golash-Boza
2006; Roth 2012). In addition, scholars also find that the heterogeneity of the Latino
population—particularly

when

considering

skin

color

and

other

ascriptive

characteristics—impacts their identification as American (Jones-Correa et al. 2018).
In a multiracial context, Latinos’ perceptions of others are also indicative of their
eventual place in society. While scholars have found that Latinos who are more assimilated
in different ways have more positive perceptions of Black Americans (Broad, Gonzalez,
and Ball-Rokeach 2014; Jones-Correa 2011; Kaufmann 2003; Oliver and Wong 2003;
2

Sanchez 2008; Wilkinson 2014), greater assimilation is also associated with greater
perceived competition (Bobo and Hutchings 1996). At the same time, greater assimilation
among Latinos is also linked to higher perceived commonality with Whites (Jones-Correa
2011). Direct comparisons of Latinos’ perceptions of both groups have been limited, with
a greater emphasis being placed on perceived competition when examining attitudes
toward Black Americans, in comparison to a greater emphasis placed on commonality
when examining Whites. Of the scholarly work that does examine this question, scholars
find that Latinos have better relations with Whites (Marrow 2009; McClain et al. 2006).
Although much of the existing work examines the perspective of Latinos
themselves, there is a burgeoning interest in considering the perspective of other groups in
how Latinos are viewed. Perceptions of Latinos among Whites are largely plagued by
perceptions of Latinos’ inassimilability, often blaming their traits and characteristics as a
hindrance to their full incorporation into American society (Huntington 2009; Lacayo
2017). Scholars also find that Latinos are perceived as very dissimilar from Whites
(Schachter 2016). When considering the perspective of Black Americans, there is a mixed
picture. Whereas some work suggests that the Black Americans perceive commonality with
Latinos due to a sense of shared discrimination (Brown, Jones, and Becker 2018; Craig and
Richeson 2012; Frasure-Yokley and Greene 2014), other work emphasizes that they may
view Latinos as a threat to their fight for racial equality with Whites (Browne, Deckard,
and Rodriguez 2016; Carter 2019).
In this dissertation, I argue that Latino social incorporation is intimately tied to race,
racialization, and the broader racial hierarchy. The first component of incorporation that I
examine relates to the position Latinos occupy in the racial hierarchy, which I assess by
3

comparing the perceptions that Latinos have of various groups—White, Black and other
Latinos. The key theoretical question of interest is whether Latinos will gravitate closer to
White Americans, whether they will grow closer to Black Americans, or whether they will
occupy a place in the middle. Second, I define incorporation as whether Latinos are
perceived to be full participants in American society, from the perspective of White and
Black Americans. I explore this question in two ways. I examine whether Latinos are seen
as American, as well as whether the benefits of a shared group identity are extended to
Latinos. I conceptualize of American identity as a group identity, where there is perceived
commonality with fellow group members, as well as a sense of obligation to compatriots
(Miller 1999). Being considered “American” and receiving the benefits of group
membership symbolizes the full incorporation of Latinos.
The second chapter of my dissertation compares multiple dimensions of racial
attitudes among Latino immigrants, including perceived cultural characteristics, biological
racism, and perceived wealth. Based on a survey of recently settled Latino immigrants in
Durham, North Carolina, this chapter uniquely captures how racial attitudes are formed, or
transformed, soon after Latino immigrants’ arrival. This population, mostly comprised of
undocumented immigrants with low socioeconomic status, is underrepresented in most
survey research because they are difficult to reach through traditional sampling methods. I
find that although Latino immigrants generally have more positive views of Whites than
they do of Black Americans, with their perceptions of other Latinos mostly in the middle,
this changes with their experiences in the United States. The social interactions they have
with others are key in socializing them into the racial hierarchy; when they have greater
contact in the workplace, at church, and in their neighborhood with Black people, these
4

relationships are associated with developing more positive perceptions of the group,
whereas the opposite relationship holds for their perceptions of Whites and Latinos. The
results from this chapter suggest that even though Latinos think highly of Whites and their
own group when they first arrive to the United States, their experiences are gradually
drawing them closer to the experience of Black Americans, as opposed to the experiences
of Whites. At the same time, perceived insecurity is a hindrance to improved Latino-Black
relations.
In the third and fourth chapters, I examine where Latinos belong in the eyes of
others relative to the concept of American identity. The third chapter explores whether
White and Black Americans see different types of Latinos as American, examining the
impact of different characteristics that are key to Latinos’ heterogeneity. I find that there is
a substantial impact of impermeable characteristics—namely skin color and
identification—in shaping who is seen as American. In addition, I find a substantial penalty
for legal status across generations, suggesting that illegality shapes not just immigrants,
but also their descendants. I also find various differences between White and Black
Americans. Whites favor characteristics that are consistent with whiteness and greater
structural incorporation in comparison to Black respondents. In addition, when considering
how those who are most attached to their identities evaluate Latinos, I find that Whites who
are strongly attached to their American identity are more likely to draw restrictive
boundaries. On the other hand, Black respondents who identify strongly with their racial
group are less likely to draw restrictive boundaries.
The fourth chapter examines the consequences of American identity by exploring
Whites’ perceptions of support for redistribution in the context of the COVID-19
5

pandemic. This chapter more directly tests the implications of Latinos not being seen as
equally American that emerged in the third chapter by focusing on whether the benefits of
group membership are extended to the group. I test whether priming American identity
results in similar benefits awarded to Mexican restaurant-owners (relative to Italian
restaurant-owners, who symbolize prototypical group members). I find that although
priming American identity can result in increased support for redistribution toward both
Mexican and Italian restaurants, this is limited to perceptions rather than behaviors.
Although I also examine whether highly assimilated individuals shape perceptions
differently, I conclude that they largely do not impact assessments of redistribution. Lastly,
the results do not indicate substantial differences by political affiliation.
This dissertation explores the incorporation of Latinos from multiple
perspectives—examining how Latinos view other groups, and in turn, how other groups
view Latinos. By exploring these different vantage points, this dissertation presents a
comprehensive picture of Latinos’ position in the racial hierarchy and in American society
more broadly. The results from the three papers suggest that Latinos are not fully
incorporating into whiteness like European migrants from the 20th century. Despite having
characteristics that should theoretically make the group “more assimilated,” this is not
sufficient to make the group blend seamlessly with the rest of American society,
particularly when it comes to Whites. The results suggest that Latinos may be increasingly
gravitating more towards Black Americans than to Whites within the broader racial
hierarchy. Overall, this dissertation highlights the limited incorporation of Latinos and how
much of it is attributed to how they are perceived by others.
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CHAPTER 2: Re-evaluating intergroup dynamics in the South: Racial attitudes
among Latino immigrants in Durham, NC*

Abstract
Racial attitudes have long been studied for their salience to inter-group relations and the
insight they provide into the nature of ethno-racial hierarchies. While research on racial
attitudes among Latinos, now the largest minority group in the United States, has grown in
recent decades, critical gaps remain. As such, this paper explores Latino immigrants’
attitudes toward Whites, Blacks, and other Latinos across multiple dimensions, including
perceived affluence, intelligence, cultural behaviors, and receptivity to contact. We
examine cross-group and cross-dimension variation in attitudes in order to evaluate key
theories in the literature on racial attitudes, including the effects of socio-demographic
factors, social contact, perceived threat, and forms of insecurity. Overall, Latino attitudes
do not neatly subscribe to White superiority across dimensions, as they perceive differences
in intelligence to be more modest than those in affluence, and rate their own cultural
behaviors above those of Whites. Increased contact is associated with more positive views
toward Blacks, but more negative views toward Whites and to a lesser extent, other Latinos.
Perceived threat results in lower evaluations of all groups, whereas greater insecurity
results in negative attitudes toward Whites and Blacks, but appears to push Latinos closer
to their own group. Overall, results suggest that among immigrant Latinos, greater
integration and social contact reduce White supremacy, rather than simply improving
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attitudes towards all out-groups, but that the softening of anti-Black prejudice is
undermined by perceived vulnerability to crime and anti-immigrant forces.

Introduction
Racial attitudes have historically been studied from the perspective of Whites, with
the objective of understanding the forces driving anti-Black prejudice. However, as the
U.S. population diversified, more attention was directed towards understanding not only
White attitudes towards other groups, but also how different minority populations viewed
one another (Telles et al. 2011). This topic is salient not only from a theoretical perspective,
to ascertain whether the same theories that apply to majority populations also extend to
minorities, but also in a more practical sense as inter-minority relations are critical to panethnic and multi-racial coalitions and social movements (Jones 2019).
The importance of the issue is reflected in a spate of recent studies examining
Latino racial attitudes. Now the largest U.S. minority population, there is considerable
debate about where Latinos fit into the ethno-racial hierarchy. European immigrant groups,
while often facing exclusion to one degree or another, were able to leverage Whiteness to
join the majority. As such, there is considerable interest in the extent to which Latinos
identify with and express common cause with non-Hispanic Whites (hereafter “Whites”),
the extent of social distance they report from non-Hispanic Blacks (hereafter “Blacks”),
and whether a “racial middle” may be emerging (Bonilla-Silva 2004). However, research
on more general racial attitudes among Latinos, akin to those measured historically among
Whites, remains limited. For instance, there is ample research demonstrating the
importance of socioeconomic factors, social contact, and perceptions of threat for White
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attitudes towards outgroups. While prior studies suggest that these factors may operate
differently among non-Whites due their subordinate position in the racial hierarchy (Plant
2004; Tropp and Pettigrew 2005; Pettigrew et al. 2011), our understanding of how they
operate among Latinos remains underdeveloped.
Moreover, racial attitudes are complex, especially among non-Whites who
potentially encounter equal status, subordinate, and superordinate outgroups. It is thus
important to consider multiple facets of attitudes that indicate different frames for
understanding racial hierarchies. For example, adherence to negative stereotypes regarding
the cultural practices and values of a group could diverge from evaluations of their
economic position or intelligence. In addition, it is important to examine how the predictors
of attitudes vary according to the specific outgroup under consideration and the type of
attitude considered. Previous research focuses primarily on social contact and threat, and
to a far lesser extent, on forms of insecurity. Contact is predicted to discourage negative
views of stigmatized populations, but may operate differently depending on the social
status of the outgroup. For example, contact with African Americans could reduce Latinos’
adherence to negative stereotypes about Blacks, while contact with Whites could diminish
their positive preconceptions of them. Likewise, threat is generally examined in the context
of equal- or lower status groups, but not when examining higher-status groups. Finally,
forms of insecurity, such as experiences with discrimination or crime, have also been
shown to shape attitudes among minorities. But it is unclear whether they shape attitudes
in a similar way across outgroups, or how they may shape in-group evaluations.
Furthermore, it is unclear how insecurity specific to immigrant populations, such as
acculturative stress and anxiety over deportation, shape in- and outgroup attitudes.
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This paper draws on an original survey of racial attitudes among immigrant Latinos
in Durham, NC. Part of the trend towards new immigrant destinations, Durham has seen
dramatic growth in its Latino population in recent decades. The relatively recent Latino
settlement, coupled with large populations of both Blacks and Whites, provides many
opportunities for interracial contact and tension. This stands in contrast to traditional
immigrant destinations, where the Latino population is often more isolated (Morin et al.
2011). As a recently arrived, largely undocumented population, the sample also captures a
segment of U.S. society that is poorly represented in large-scale attitudinal surveys,
providing a unique window into how they are socialized into the ethno-racial hierarchy.
This project examines the extent to which socio-demographic factors, social
contact, perceptions of threat, and dimensions of insecurity shape Latino immigrants’ racial
attitudes. We consider multiple dimensions of attitudes related to perceived affluence,
intelligence, and cultural stereotypes, as well as openness to contact with Whites, Blacks,
and other Latinos. We find that while Latinos rank Whites higher than Blacks across the
board, the gap between them is largest with respect to affluence and smallest with respect
to intelligence. Latinos also do not uniformly perceive Whites as superior, viewing small
differences between White and Latino intelligence and rating in-group cultural behaviors
higher. Moreover, the predictors of attitudes also vary across groups. The effect of social
contact suggests that integration improves Latinos’ view of Blacks, whereas more contact
with Whites and other Latinos results in more negative perceptions of each. Perceptions of
threat, in contrast, are associated with negative perceptions of all groups. Perceived
insecurity related to crime and social disorder, acculturative stress, and anxiety over
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deportation are associated with negative perceptions of Blacks and, to a lesser extent,
Whites, but also appear to push Latinos closer to their own group.

Theoretical background
The majority of theoretical and empirical scholarship on racial attitudes centers on
understanding White attitudes toward Blacks, and to a lesser extent, other ethno-racial
minorities. The classical literature in social psychology suggests that prejudice consists of
a set of socially learned beliefs, mostly symbolic in nature, which are not necessarily
related to economic competition or other objective realities (Kinder and Sears 1981).
Scholars have long debated whether there is a liberalizing effect of education on racial
attitudes, or whether more highly educated individuals are merely more sophisticated in
their expressions of racial attitudes (Wodtke 2012; Heerwig and McCabe 2009). Women,
as well as those in younger cohorts, are less likely to express prejudicial attitudes (Smith,
Senter and Strachan 2013; Charlesworth and Banaji 2019).
A major theoretical development in the study of prejudice is the contact hypothesis,
which posits that contact between groups helps to reduce prejudice (Allport 1954; Connolly
2000). Specifically, equal-status and friendly relationships that involve working toward a
shared goal are argued to be the most helpful in improving racial attitudes. Many studies
have validated this theory with White-Black relationships, noting that friendships are
particularly influential in reducing White prejudice (Pettigrew 1998; Pettigrew et al. 2011).
In this framework, higher levels of human capital, particularly education, are associated
with more positive attitudes because they facilitate more diverse and integrated social
networks (Case, Greeley, Fuchs 1989).
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A somewhat competing line of scholarship argues that racial attitudes are largely a
function of the perceived threat posed by outgroups, either in terms of economic
competition or to one’s general group position in the racial hierarchy (Bobo 1983; Blumer
1958; Kinder and Sears 1981). In studies of White attitudes, threat is often measured
demographically, by examining the link between perceived minority group size, or growth,
and animosity towards that group, as well as how attitudes are related to the broader
socioeconomic context (Oliver and Mendelberg 2000). Racial resentment can also be
sparked by other cues, such as the rise of prominent minority figures (such as President
Obama), who provoke prejudicial attitudes and behavior by threatening Whites’ perceived
relative social position (Tesler 2012).
The application of contact and threat theories to non-White groups is less clear.
Studies on White racial attitudes are implicitly based on their position atop the U.S. racial
hierarchy. Empirically, Whites average the highest levels of education and income, and
lowest rates of unemployment and incarceration, of all racial groups, with the notable
exception of Asians. Thus, their attitudes mainly relate to the extent to which they view
this reality as resulting from the biological or cultural inferiority of other groups. Attitudes
among non-Whites are more complicated. Their view of others is shaped by both groups’
relative position in the hierarchy and their own experiences of discrimination or poor
treatment by others (Plant 2004). As such, contact may not always have a positive effect,
since it can result in developing a sense of relative deprivation in comparison to others
(Pettigrew et al. 2011). Thus, while several studies report that contact helps improve racial
attitudes among non-White groups (Ellison and Powers 1994; Tropp and Pettigrew 2005),
the effect is often weaker than among Whites (Pettigrew et al. 2011). The role of
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discrimination is particularly important; in the case of Black attitudes toward Whites,
friendship with Whites is associated with lower perceptions of hostility, but does not
increase their desire for interracial contact (Sigelman and Welch 1993).
Support for the threat hypothesis has likewise been mixed in the case of BlackLatino relations. While studies have shown that White attitudes respond to variation in
outgroup size, Black attitudes are not consistently related to Latino population size
(Cummings and Lambert 1997; Gay 2006). Moreover, since the threat hypothesis focuses
on how groups that are higher positioned in the racial hierarchy perceive threats from lower
or equal status groups, there is little work on how non-Whites perceive threat from Whites.

Racial attitudes among Latinos
With the rapid growth of the U.S. Latino population in recent decades, more
research has begun to examine Latino racial attitudes. Much of this work has centered on
Latinos’ perceptions of Blacks (McClain et al. 2006; Marrow 2009; Krupnikov and Piston
2016), particularly how assimilation and competition shape Black-Latino relations.
Research on Latino attitudes towards Whites tends to take a different approach, focusing
on the extent to which they perceive common cause or social distance from Whites, rather
than their views of Whites’ attributes themselves. This makes it difficult to compare the
forces shaping attitudes towards Blacks and Whites.
One question concerning Latino immigrants’ attitudes is whether they are primarily
shaped by their receiving contexts, or stem from pre-conceived ideas from countries of
origin. Studies often examine this by looking at how measures of incorporation relate to
attitudes, often with conflicting results. Latinos who are less assimilated, including those
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who are foreign-born, have shorter durations of U.S. residence, and speak less English,
tend to perceive less commonality with Blacks (Jones-Correa 2011; Wilkinson 2014;
Sanchez 2008; Kaufmann 2003). However, being more assimilated, especially native born,
is also associated with an increased sense of competition with Blacks (Bobo and Hutchings
1996; Jones-Correa 2011). Integration measured in other ways, including socioeconomic
status, does not seem to predict perceived commonality with Blacks (Kaufmann 2003).
Evidence on the role of incorporation in shaping attitudes towards Whites is also
mixed. Although some studies conclude that more incorporated Latinos perceive more
commonality with Whites (Jones-Correa 2011), others find that native-born Latinos are
less likely to identify with Whites than their immigrant counterparts. A stronger sense of
linked fate or commonality with other Latinos is also associated with greater perceived
commonality with Whites (Wilkinson 2014).
Several studies attempting to empirically assess the contact and threat hypotheses
among Latinos have also produced conflicting results. Some suggest that contact is
associated with more positive attitudes toward Blacks. Oliver and Wong, for instance, find
that geographic proximity is associated with less racial bias toward Blacks (Oliver and
Wong 2003). Likewise, in their study of intergroup relations in Los Angeles, Broad and
colleagues find that contact led to more positive perceptions of Blacks (Broad et al. 2014).
Studies have also shown that interpersonal contact helps immigrants move past pre-existing
stereotypes toward African Americans shaped by pre-migration media exposure (Roth and
Kim 2013). At the same time, other contact, including having Black neighbors, seems to
reinforce the idea that Latinos have less in common with Blacks than they do with Whites
(McClain et al. 2006). And, in many cases social contact, such as having Black coworkers
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or neighbors, has been found to predict higher levels of perceived competition (Deeb-Sossa
2013; Ribas 2016; Jones-Correa 2011; Carey et al. 2016; Morin et al. 2011). The
relationship between friendship and competition is less clear, as it has been found to predict
both higher (Jones-Correa 2011) and lower (Morin et al. 2011; Wilkinson 2014)
perceptions of competition with Blacks. However, it is unclear whether competition is a
completely negative perception, since Latinos who perceive commonality with Blacks are
also more likely to perceive competition with them (Morin et al. 2011).
Studies exploring the contact hypothesis in Latino-White attitudes suggest that it is
generally associated with more positive perceptions. Living in majority-White
neighborhoods is associated with close friendship ties between Latinos and Whites (Britton
2014). Friendships matter in shaping attitudes, since Latinos who have mostly White
friends and who participate in largely White social spaces are more likely to identify with
them (Wilkinson 2014). However, other studies find that this positive effect is modest and
varies by national origin (Welch and Sigelman 2000).
Furthermore, as was the case for attitudes among Blacks, Latino racial attitudes are
also shaped by experiences of vulnerability and marginalization. The question of whether
Latinos feel closer to Whites or Blacks is a key component of this literature, due to
implications for the future place of Latinos in the racial hierarchy. Some studies argue that
Latinos have better relations with Whites than Blacks (McClain et al. 2006; Marrow 2009).
At the same time, there are studies suggesting that despite some perceptions of conflict and
competition, Latinos feel closer to the Black experience than to Whites (Jones-Correa
2011), and that they perceive Whites as hostile (Zamora 2018).
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Prior studies also highlight the importance of insecurity and experiences of
discrimination to Latino racial attitudes. Latinos who report having been discriminated
against are less likely to identify with Whites (Wilkinson 2014), and there is qualitative
evidence that Latinos’ sense of shared discrimination contributes to more positive views of
African Americans and enhanced intergroup collective action (Jones 2012, 2019, Craig and
Richeson 2012). Immigrant rights activism is also associated with more perceived
commonality with Blacks in a wide array of geographic contexts (Jones-Correa, Wallace
and Zepeda-Milan 2016). On the other hand, in a Los Angeles study, insecurity relating to
legal status resulted in Latinos perceiving Blacks as better off than Latinos, undermining
the sense of shared struggle and commonality (Zamora 2018). Among immigrant Latinos
in particular, perceiving discrimination is associated with a lower likelihood of expressing
commonality with Blacks (Wilkinson 2014). Finally, crime victimization is another
important source of insecurity, and one that has risen in recent years, particularly in new
immigrant destinations (Negi, Cepeda and Valdez 2013). In Negi and colleagues’ New
Orleans study, Latino immigrants often attributed crime to heightened tensions with Blacks
in their communities. As such, although the link between crime victimization and racial
attitudes is underexplored, it is likely to shape attitudes among Latino immigrants.
Examining how Latinos view their own group is also informative for understanding
racial attitudes, yet few studies explore these attitudes. A handful of studies have examined
how in-group perceptions relate to their attitudes toward Blacks. For example, scholars
argue that perceiving commonality with other Latinos is associated with sensing
commonality with Blacks (Kauffman 2003; Wilkinson 2014; Sanchez 2008). Studies have
also found that Latino perceptions of competition toward Blacks and other Latinos are
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similarly high (Morin et al. 2011). At the same time, a study among Latino children finds
that there is no in-group bias where they prefer members of their own group over others
(Stokes-Guinan 2011). However, these attitudes have generally not been analyzed along
attitudes toward Whites, preventing a complete picture of how Latinos view the racial
hierarchy.

Towards an integrated, multi-dimension view of Latino racial attitudes
While a growing body of research explores racial attitudes among Latinos, a
number of gaps remain. Existing studies have generally placed greater emphasis Blackbrown relations, without as much attention to Latino perceptions of Whites. And, studies
on Latino-Black relations tend to focus on negative stereotypes or perceived threat, while
those on Latino-White relations tend to focus on perceived commonality and social
distance. A study of how Latinos view Black and White Americans more broadly, that
explicitly compares the two under a unified framework, would enhance our understanding
of how Latinos are socialized into the U.S. racial hierarchy. Likewise, the racial attitudes
literature has often used in-group perceptions as a baseline; scholarship often examines the
difference between people’s perceptions of another group relative to their own. However,
this assumes that people prefer and have a generally positive view of in-group members,
which may be less accurate when considering ethno-racial minorities (Stokes-Guinan
2011), particularly those with heterogeneous origins such as Latinos.
Integrating sub- and super-ordinate groups requires an expanded view of racial
attitudes that captures both adherence to negative stereotypes but also the extent to which
groups are viewed favorably. As studies of Latinos’ racial attitudes remain somewhat
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limited in the dimensions they explore, this study considers a range of stereotypic attitudes,
including perceptions of wealth, intelligence, cultural attributes, and receptiveness for
future contact. Each set of measures captures the multi-dimensionality of racial attitudes.
Perceived intelligence helps to capture traditional notions of biologically-based racism,
whereas cultural attributes and receptiveness to contact are more in line with modern forms
of symbolic racism. Perceptions of wealth can be informative in the comparative context
in particular, since they demonstrate how respondents view groups’ social position. These
measures are constructed uniformly across groups, which helps to provide a better
understanding of Latinos’ perceptions of the larger racial hierarchy, rather than only
focusing on their relationship to one group at a time.
This paper further expands on previous work by examining the determinants of
racial attitudes. Although increased social interaction can result in positive attitudes (as the
contact hypothesis suggests) or negative attitudes (as the threat hypothesis suggests),
existing studies generally focus on one of these explanations as the key mechanism for the
development of racial attitudes, without considering how they can operate simultaneously.
In addition, the increasingly hostile rhetoric around immigration, particularly unauthorized
immigration, is highly racialized, targeting Latinos. Thus, for this group, anxiety over
deportation and acculturative stress, in addition to experiences of discrimination, could be
salient for racial attitudes, but remain unexamined. Other studies have also suggested that
crime victimization among Latinos and perceptions of social “disorder” at the
neighborhood level also influence racial attitudes (Negi, Cepeda and Valdez 2013), yet
studies have not sufficiently examined this relationship. By using measures of insecurity,
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which capture the unique vulnerable position of Latino immigrants, this paper expands
upon traditionally studied mechanisms influencing racial attitudes.
Finally, with the increasing dispersion of Latino immigrants to different geographic
contexts, it is also important to understand racial dynamics outside of traditional receiving
areas. In particular, Latinos living in southern states may be more likely to perceive
competition with Blacks, compared to those living elsewhere in the United States, where
they tend to be more residentially isolated (Morin et al. 2011). Disproportionately
comprised of relative newcomers to the United States, they also provide insights into the
early phase of racial attitude formation.
Based on the existing literature, we posit several hypotheses on how various
measures will influence Latino immigrant attitudes. First, we expect that Latino immigrants
will have more positive views of Whites and negative views of Blacks, with views of other
Latinos somewhere in the middle (Roth and Kim 2013; Ribas 2016). However, we expect
that both assimilation and social contact will undermine support for White superiority. That
is, as Latino immigrants spend more time in the United States, learn English, and earn
higher incomes, their view of their in-group will improve and, in tandem, their positive
estimation of Whites will diminish. At the same time, assimilation and social contact,
especially when equal status, will reduce anti-Black sentiment (Jones 2019; Roth and Kim
2013). Finally, we also expect perceived threat and forms of insecurity to undermine Latino
immigrants’ view of others (Zamora 2018), and to enhance in-group evaluations.
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Data and Methods
Study Design and Sample
In order to explore Latino immigrants’ racial attitudes, this paper draws on data
from a special module of the Gender, Migration, and Health Among Hispanics survey
(Parrado, McQuiston and Flippen 2005). This in-person survey was conducted in the
Durham, Chapel Hill and Carrboro metropolitan area (hereafter referred to as “Durham,”
where the vast majority of respondents resided) in 2007 and 2008. The larger project
interviewed roughly 1300 men and 1100 women in Durham, along with 800 each of men
and women in migrant-sending regions in Mexico, and was focused on the link between
migration, gender, and sexual and reproductive health. Our analysis is based on the 661
surveys independently drawn from the larger project’s sampling frame that were collected
as part of a special module exploring experiences with discrimination, racial attitudes, and
financial stability.
Durham offers an interesting vantage point from which to explore Latino racial
attitudes. As part of a larger trend of Sunbelt expansion, Durham enjoyed significant inflows of White and Black internal migrants, many of whom were highly educated
professionals attracted by growing employment in nearby universities and research parks.
This growth stimulated demand for construction and low-skilled service labor. Between
1990 and 2007, the Latino population in Durham rose from a mere 1 percent to nearly 12
percent of the total population.
The rapid demographic change associated with internal and international migration
to new destinations has attracted considerable research attention, including qualitative
research and phone-based surveys. While this research has made valuable inroads into
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understanding race relations in the “New South,” sampling has been a major issue.
Disproportionately newly arrived and undocumented, this population is exceedingly
difficult to capture in online or telephone surveys, particularly those conducted in English.
And, the snowball sampling techniques employed by many qualitative studies tend to
center on contact-based communities, such as churches or advocacy organizations, and
thus miss important segments of the population. By looking at attitudes among this
relatively recently arrived group, in this particular historical moment when mass migration
from Mexico was at its peak, we can assess how different types of contact shape attitudes
early in the process of incorporation. The relatively nascent and undocumented immigrant
community also experiences unique vulnerabilities, and has had less opportunity for selfselection into neighborhood and employment settings, reducing concerns over the
endogeneity of social contact and attitudes. Finally, it also provides an important
benchmark against which attitudes among longer-settled populations can be compared.
Approximating a random sample of Latino migrants in new destinations is
challenging. We relied on a combination of community-based participatory research
(CBPR) and targeted random sampling techniques. CBPR involves the collaboration of
community members throughout the research process, which helps to strengthen the survey
both in terms of quality and response rates (Parrado, McQuiston and Flippen 2005). Based
on CBPR input and fieldwork in the community, the researchers identified 49 apartment
complexes and blocks that housed a large number of Latino immigrants in the area. They
then conducted a census of all of housing units in these apartment complexes/blocks, from
which they randomly selected individual units for interviews. CBPR community members
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were then trained in survey research methods and human subjects protocols and collected
all surveys in person, and in Spanish (for the vast majority of respondents).1

Measures
The researchers collected information on a wide array of measures that could
capture intergroup relations between Latino immigrants and other groups, which help to
capture the multidimensionality of racial attitudes (Bobo 1983). Respondents were asked
to rate each group with five-category Likert-scales modeled after the General Social
Survey’s (GSS) questions on adherence to stereotypes indicative of intergroup relations.
Specifically, the survey asked respondents to indicate where each group fell along a
continuum of poor to rich, government-dependent to self-sufficient, lazy to hard working,
unintelligent to intelligent, violent/aggressive to non-violent, and alcohol/drug abusing to
abstaining. In addition, the survey added measures that help to better reflect the values and
norms of Latino communities, including whether a group is friendly, trustworthy, and
family-oriented, which go beyond what has traditionally appeared on the GSS. The survey
also included a series of questions relating to how receptive individuals were to contact
with Blacks and Whites across various dimensions of social life, which again mirror
measures that appear on the GSS.2 These measures include Likert-scale assessments of
whether they would be willing to work with members of that group, live in a neighborhood

1

The response rates were 89 percent and 93 percent for men and women, respectively. The sample only
had 31 cases with missing data and we used listwise deletion.
2
The survey did not ask whether respondents were receptive to contact with other Latinos, since such
contact was ubiquitous.
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with some or many families from that group, accept their child attending a school or having
friends within that group, and accepting their child marrying a member of that group.
The main dependent variables in the analysis are constructed from these attitudinal
questions. One of our main objectives is to distinguish between attitudes that may vary
within groups. We thus distinguish between perceptions of a groups’ affluence,
intelligence, and cultural attributes, as well as receptivity to contact. For both affluence and
intelligence, we use the ordinal variables capturing these stereotypes. For cultural
attributes, we conducted factor analysis to examine the extent to which individual variables
formed constructs when grouped together. Results indicated that opinions regarding
whether each group tends to be lazy, alcoholic, unfriendly, violent, untrustworthy,
government-dependent, and selfish cleaved well together (Cronbach’s alpha = .80). These
measures have been used in previous studies that examine racial attitudes to capture
stereotypical views. We thus summed the individual Likert-scale items to capture a scale
of cultural attitudes. Higher values indicate more positive views of the group in question.
Finally, we also construct a scale of receptivity to contact, which capture respondents’
willingness to engage out-group members in the social settings described above (i.e., at
work, in neighborhoods, etc.; see Appendix A2 for precise wording of the questions
included in the scale). As an additive scale, factor analysis yielded a single factor with high
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .91).
Independent variables capture and expand upon the predictors of attitudes identified
by previous research, including socio-demographic controls, indicators of assimilation,
social contact, threat, and insecurity. We control for origin country, distinguishing between
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Mexican, Honduran, and other origins.3 To capture the effect of human capital, we include
three mutually exclusive dummy indicators of educational attainment, distinguishing
between those with 6 or fewer years of completed schooling, those with 7 to 9 years, and
those with ten or more (corresponding to the major milestones in the Mexican educational
system, our largest national origin group). Our final measure of status attainment is total
household income, logged. We also control for age and sex, as the prior literature has also
shown them to predict racial attitudes. In addition, we include several measures intended
to capture the extent of assimilation. These include a dummy variable indicating having
lived in Durham for at least 5 years, self-reported ability to speak English well or very well,
whether the respondent is married and their spouse is present in Durham (a sign of
reconstructed family relations), and age at arrival.
To test the contact hypothesis, we include a series of dummy variables indicating
whether respondents reported ever having Black/White/Latino employment supervisors,
landlords or apartment managers, coworkers, neighbors, and friends. In addition, to capture
social contact in the church setting, we distinguish between respondents who attend church
with Black/White churchgoers, those who attend overwhelmingly Latino churches, and
those who do not attend church. 4 To capture the link between perceptions of threat and
racial attitudes, we include dummy variables from a series of questions assessing whether
respondents perceive conflict between Latinos and Whites/Blacks/other Latinos, whether

3

In analyses not shown, we tested the effect of respondents’ self-reported racial identification and found
that it did not predict racial attitudes. Roughly 63% of respondents identified as “Hispanic” or “Latino” as
their race, 26% identified as mestizo, and the remaining 11% were evenly split between indigenous and
“other.”
4
Because over 95% of the sample reported having Latino friends and neighbors, we excluded these
variables from in-group models. Likewise, only 1% of churchgoers reported going to a church without
other Latinos, so we use a dummy indicator of whether or not the respondent attends church.
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Whites/Blacks have too much power,5 and whether Whites/Blacks/other Latinos benefits
economically at the expense of Latinos.6
Furthermore, we include variables that capture experiences of vulnerability and
insecurity in two main domains: exposure to crime and perceived neighborhood social
disorder, and experience with discrimination, acculturative stress, and anxiety over
deportation. With respect to crime, we include a dummy variable indicating whether
respondents have been the victim of a crime while living in Durham. The neighborhood
disorder measure captures the perceived severity of problems in their neighborhood,
including trash, graffiti, excessive noise, public drinking, the use or sale of drugs, gangs,
sex workers, and crime. These problems were assessed individually on a 3-point scale
capturing whether respondents felt each issue was not a problem at all (coded as 1) to a
serious problem (coded as 3). We conducted a factor analysis of these questions, which
yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .87, indicating a high level of association. We thus summed
the values across indicators to create an additive measure of perceived neighborhood
problems. Finally, we also include dummy variables indicating whether respondents
reported ever been discriminated against, fearing deportation, and feeling that they are
treated poorly due to their culture (acculturative stress).
For perceived affluence and intelligence, which are based on single Likert
questions, we estimate ordered logit models. For perceived cultural behaviors and
receptivity to contact, which are constructed as scales, we estimate Ordinary Least Squares
(OLS) models. We thus estimate four models separately for attitudes towards Whites,

5
6

The survey did not ask if respondents perceived that Latinos had too much power.
We found no evidence of collinearity between independent variables.
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Blacks, and other Latinos. Finally, we also estimated models that explored the predictors
of relative racial attitudes, evaluating the gap between in- and out-group evaluations. The
substantive findings were the same as those found in the models reported below, and are
available upon request.

Descriptive Results
Table 1 presents descriptive statistics of the dependent variables, with higher values
signifying more positive attitudes. Generally, respondents have more positive attitudes of
Whites than they do of Blacks, with attitudes towards other Latinos falling in between.
However, there are notable exceptions to that pattern, and the extent to which Whites are
viewed more favorably than Blacks varies across dimensions. The largest differences by
far are in Latino immigrants’ assessments of groups’ affluence. The vast majority, 86.9
percent, view Whites as either somewhat or very wealthy, compared to a mere 12.3 and 7.3
percent for Blacks and Latinos, respectively. Thus, when it comes to how Latino
immigrants view the U.S. economic hierarchy, they not only place Whites at the top, they
also view Latinos as on worse footing than African Americans, who they view as
overwhelmingly poor.
The pattern of responses regarding groups’ intelligence suggests moderate
adherence to biological explanations for Black (but not Latino) inferiority. That is, the vast
majority of respondents, 93.8 percent, view Whites as somewhat or very intelligent, with
52.2 percent indicating very intelligent. In contrast, only 48.9 percent view Blacks as
somewhat or very intelligent, with a far lower 7.1 percent indicating the highest, very
intelligent category. The assessment of in-group intelligence, perhaps not surprisingly, is
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far higher, and nearly comparable to that of Whites; 89.1 percent view Latinos as either
somewhat or very intelligent, a mere 4.7 percentage points lower than that reported for
Whites. Still, compared to Whites, roughly half as many respondents viewed Latinos as
very intelligent (52.2 vs. 28.2 percent).
Attitudes relating to cultural attributes show yet another pattern, with respondents
ranking Latinos the highest (averaging 21.8 on the scale), followed closely by Whites
(19.8). Blacks once again are viewed the most negatively (11.7). The gap between Whites
and Blacks is generally narrower for cultural attributes than for affluence, but larger than
for intelligence. The individual items of the scale are presented in Appendix A2, and show
that respondents were especially likely to view Latinos more favorably in the realms of
work ethic and independence, as well as familism. The gap between perceived Black and
White cultural attributes is particularly high on propensity to violence, work ethic,
independence, and trustworthiness. The smallest gaps are evident on measures relating to
familism and alcohol dependence.
Finally, respondents are generally fully receptive to contact with Whites across
various dimensions, and somewhat receptive to contact with Blacks. This White-Black gap
in receptivity to contact is narrower than the cultural perceptions gap; the average score for
Blacks (18.3) is 29.4 percent lower than that of Whites (25.9), compared to 41.0 percent
lower on the cultural behaviors scale. The largest gap in receptivity to contact with Whites
and Blacks is found in living in a neighborhood with a majority of out-group members,
whereas smaller gaps are present in work settings, and having a few neighbors or children’s
friends being out-group members. It is worth noting, also, that resistance to out-group
contact for both Blacks and Whites is highest in areas pertaining to children; 20 and 62
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percent are not receptive to the idea of their children marrying a White or Black person,
respectively.
Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for independent variables. Durham Latino
immigrants hail primarily from Mexico (65.6 percent) and Central America, especially
Honduras (22.1 percent). They are relatively low-skilled, with 41.5 percent not advancing
beyond primary school and the rest evenly split between completing middle school and
high school or more. Households in the sample average $515 in weekly income. The
population is also relatively recently arrived to Durham, with only 44 percent living in the
area for five years or more at interview. Nearly 68 percent report speaking at least some
English, with the average age at arrival of 23.4 years. About 63 percent report living with
a domestic partner or spouse. The respondents are evenly split by gender. Although we do
not include a variable for unauthorized status (because it never attained statistical
significance in our models), 90 percent of the sample is undocumented.
Table 2 also documents considerable social contact with both Blacks and Whites,
though the pattern of interactions varies across contact types. Higher-status contact is more
frequent with Whites than with Blacks; more respondents report ever having a White
supervisor (67.1 percent) than a Black one (28.9 percent). Likewise, 73.8 and 46.5 percent
report having had a White and Black landlord or apartment manager, respectively. The
share with Latino supervisors (47.7) and apartment managers (58.7) falls in between, and
indicates a fair amount of contact with higher status in-group members. Equal status
contact also favors Whites, but to a lesser degree; 54.9 and 48.4 report White and Black
co-workers, respectively, while 44.5 and 29.6 report White and Black friends. Likewise,
42.4 percent attend church with White parishioners, relative to 18.0 percent with Black
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congregants. The only form of contact that is more common with Blacks is as neighbors
(84.3 vs. 58.4 percent), reflecting the tendency for immigrants to settle in neighborhoods
with larger Black populations (Parrado, Flippen and Uribe 2010).
Respondents report high degrees of perceived threat from all three groups, yet along
different dimensions. A substantial majority of immigrant Latinos in Durham perceive
conflict with Blacks (87 percent), whereas only about half perceive conflict with Whites.
The majority of respondents (64 percent) also perceive conflict with other Latinos. In
contrast, a far higher share (85.8 percent) perceive that Whites have too much power,
relative to only 40.1 percent for Blacks. A similar pattern emerges when considering
economic exploitation, where 79.5 percent of respondents perceive that Whites benefit
economically at their expense, compared to 65.8 percent for Blacks. Interestingly,
respondents view Latinos in a similar fashion to Blacks when it comes to exploitation, with
68.2 percent indicating that they believe Latinos benefit economically at each other’s
expense.
Perceptions of insecurity are also relatively high, especially with respect to
discrimination and acculturative stress. A sizeable minority, 27.6 percent, reports having
been the victim of crime during their time in Durham. Respondents generally see few
problems in their neighborhoods, on average; on a scale that ranges from 8 to 24, the mean
score is only 8.3 (a detailed distribution of each measure can be found in Appendix A2).
However, 62.9 percent of respondents report ever having been discriminated against, 66.8
percent fear deportation, and 79.1 percent feel that they are treated poorly due to their
culture.
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Multivariate Results
Perceptions of Whites
Table 3 presents multivariate results from four models predicting respondents’
perceptions of Whites. There is a striking lack of association between socio-demographic
and immigration characteristics and attitudes towards Whites. Hondurans view Whites
more favorably than Mexicans on all indicators, with the exception of perceived wealth
(which is uniformly high). Where variables are significant, they generally indicate that
better-off Latino immigrants view Whites more favorably than their less well-off peers.
For example, respondents with higher incomes are less likely to view Whites as affluent
than their peers with lower incomes. Likewise, those who speak better English rate White
cultural attributes slightly lower than those whose English is less advanced. But overall,
Latino immigrants’ views of Whites do not seem to be determined by their background or
immigration characteristics.
Social contact is more predictive of Durham immigrant Latinos’ attitudes towards
Whites, though importantly, the pattern of effects is largely opposite to that predicted by
the prior literature. In general, more contact with Whites is associated with a poorer view
of the group. For example, social contact with higher status Whites has at best a mixed
effect on Latino racial attitudes. Those who have ever had a White boss average lower
views of White intelligence, though the opposite is true of having had a White apartment
manager. Moreover, equal status contact is frequently associated with lower evaluations of
Whites. Specifically, working with White coworkers is associated with lower receptivity
to contact, while having White neighbors is associated with a more negative view of their
cultural attributes. And, while those reporting having White friends are not surprisingly
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more receptive to contact with Whites, they nevertheless average lower views of both
White affluence and intelligence. The only arena social contact seems to be uniformly
positive is in church, as attending a church with White parishioners is associated with more
favorable evaluations of White affluence and cultural attributes.
Overall, our indicators of perceived threat are in line with expectations, though
there are interesting exceptions. Respondents who perceive conflict with Whites, as well
as those who believe that Whites benefit economically at their expense, are more likely to
have negative attitudes toward them. This is particularly true for perceived conflict, which
is associated with lower views of Whites’ intelligence, cultural behaviors, and lower
receptivity to contact. This suggests that the threat hypothesis does not just apply to
perceptions of groups that are of equal or lower status, but that feeling threatened by a
higher status group can also influence attitudes. However, perceiving that Whites have too
much power is associated with a higher evaluation of Whites’ intelligence.
Finally, when considering the impact of insecurity on Latino immigrants’ attitudes
towards Whites, results are mixed. On the one hand, respondents who perceive more
neighborhood problems are more likely to view Whites as affluent. Insecurity related to
discrimination and immigration status show relatively weak association with attitudes
towards Whites, though those with more anxiety over deportation view White cultural
behaviors more negatively than others.

Perceptions of Blacks
Table 4 presents results from multivariate models predicting attitudes towards
Blacks on these same four dimensions. Results indicate numerous departures from the
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patterns evidenced for attitudes towards Whites. For example, while Hondurans tend to
have more favorable views of Whites than Mexicans, they average worse views of Black
cultural behaviors. The link between socio-demographic characteristics and attitudes
towards Blacks are somewhat mixed, where lesser educated Latinos average poor
evaluations of Black affluence and receptivity to contact, yet highly educated respondents
average a worse evaluation of Black cultural behaviors. Men are also more receptive to
social contact than women, on average. The evidence is slightly in favor of the idea
incorporation is associated with more positive
views, with those arriving at older ages averaging a dimmer view of Black affluence and
cultural behaviors. Those living with a partner, a sign of having reconstructed family
relations in Durham, view Black intelligence more favorably. However, longer durations
of Durham residence and better English skills are both associated with viewing Blacks as
disproportionately poor.
Results regarding the link between social contact and Latino immigrant attitudes
towards Blacks are consistent with the prior literature, and contrast with attitudes towards
Whites in important ways. As was the case with White attitudes, having (higher status)
contact with a Black landlord or apartment manager is associated with higher evaluations
of Blacks, this time with respect to affluence. However, unlike the case for White attitudes,
equal status contact also has a clear and consistent positive association with attitudes
towards Blacks. For instance, in addition to the link between friendship and receptivity to
contact, respondents with Black friends and neighbors report higher evaluations of Black
cultural behaviors. Once again, outgroup contact in churches is also strongly associated
with positive attitudes towards Blacks; compared to those who attend church with Black
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congregants, those who attend other churches average lower views of Black intelligence
and culture, and are less open to contact. Those who do not attend church also view Black
culture more harshly.
The pattern of relationships between perceived threat and attitudes towards Blacks
mirrors those reported for Whites. That is, perceiving conflict with Blacks is associated
with more negative views of both their affluence and culture, which is consistent with the
prior literature. However, thinking that Blacks have too much power is positively
associated with all four measures of attitudes towards Blacks; those who view Blacks as
powerful evaluate their affluence, intelligence, and culture more highly, and are more
receptive to contact with them – an even more pronounced pattern of effects than was found
for Whites.
Finally, there is a pronounced negative association between experiencing insecurity
and a wide range of attitudes towards Blacks, though they are not strong predictors of
attitudes towards Whites. Having been the victim of a crime is strongly associated with
more negative views of Blacks, particularly with respect to evaluations of their intelligence,
cultural behaviors, and receptivity to contact. Likewise, perceived neighborhood problems
are associated with a dimmer view of Black culture. Experiencing discrimination is
associated with viewing Blacks as less affluent, and respondents who fear deportation are
less likely to be receptive to contact with Blacks. Those who believe they are treated poorly
because of their culture are also more likely to have negative cultural stereotypes of the
group.

36

Inter-Latino perceptions
Table 5 presents multivariate results from models predicting Latinos’ in-group
perceptions. Overall, more advantaged immigrants tend to have positive in-group views;
those with higher household incomes rate Latinos as wealthier than their lower income
peers, and the least educated view Latinos as poorer. However, greater acculturation has a
mixed effect; while those with better English skills rate Latinos as wealthier, those who
have lived more time in Durham have dimmer views of Latino cultural behaviors.
Together, these patterns suggest that Latinos base their perceptions of wealth for the group
as a whole based on their own social standing, but develop cultural stereotypes toward the
in-group as they become more integrated.
While social contact with other Latinos is nearly ubiquitous in our sample, making
it impossible to assess the impact of co-ethnic friendship or non-Latino church attendance,
the pattern of effects reflects differences from the out-group findings. While higher status
in-group contact with landlords predicts more favorable in-group cultural perceptions,
equal status contact with Latino coworkers is negatively associated with perceived in-group
affluence and intelligence. Many Durham Latinos are concentrated in “brown collar”
ethnic niches (Catanzarite 2000), which seems to have a negative effect on in-group
perceptions. Results regarding threat are likewise mixed. Higher perceived conflict among
Latinos is associated with higher evaluations of in-group affluence, but lower evaluations
of in-group culture. Believing that some Latinos benefit economically at the expense of
other Latinos is associated with lower assessments of in-group intelligence and culture.
The various forms of insecurity, in contrast, are consistently associated with more
positive in-group attitudes. That is, crime victims view Latino culture more positively,
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while those anxious over deportation rate both in-group intelligence and culture higher.
Perceiving poor treatment due to Latino culture, in contrast, seems to reinforce negative
stereotypes in the wider society, as it is associated with lower evaluations of in-group
affluence.

Discussion
By exploring stereotypes related to perceived affluence, intelligence, and cultural
behaviors, as well as openness to social contact, this paper shows how Latino immigrants’
racial attitudes vary towards Whites, Blacks, and other Latinos. Through a unique survey
that randomly sampled Latino immigrants in Durham, North Carolina, this paper highlights
the racial attitudes of a group often missed in traditional survey research. By examining a
relatively recently formed immigrant community, these results contribute to our
understanding of the early-stage development of racial attitudes among Latinos.
Results show considerable variation in Latino immigrants’ evaluations across
different dimensions of racial attitudes. Respondents are most likely to subscribe to notions
of White superiority in their evaluations of groups’ affluence. On this dimension, they rate
Whites far more favorably, with Blacks a distant second and Latinos the worst off of the
three. Their views of relative intelligence across groups suggests modest adherence to more
biological views of White supremacy; while Whites are perceived as most intelligent
overall, Latino immigrants rate their in-group a close second, and their view of Blacks is
far more favorable than in the realm of affluence. On cultural behaviors, Latino immigrants
view their own group the most favorably, followed closely by Whites. It is also noteworthy
that the White-Black gap in perceived cultural attributes is larger than the comparable gap
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in perceived intelligence. In terms of receptivity to contact, respondents also view Whites
more favorably than Blacks, yet the difference is not as stark as on cultural attributes. Thus,
results highlight the importance of assessing multiple dimensions of attitudes when
considering diverse out-groups.
In considering the role of socio-demographic and acculturation characteristics in
shaping Latino immigrants’ racial attitudes, the effects depend largely on the group under
consideration. In general, higher levels of status attainment and acculturation tend to
predict a worse view of Whites, though the effects are relatively modest. The opposite is
true for attitudes towards Blacks, where greater acculturation is associated with more
positive attitudes. The effects on attitudes toward other Latinos are mixed; education and
English ability are positively related to perceptions of own-group wealth, but more time in
Durham is negatively associated with the evaluation of Latino cultural behaviors. This
could indicate that as Latinos incorporate, they see their relative social position as higher,
but also experience some distancing from the in-group.
While much of the literature argues that social contact with equal-status out-groups
is a key mechanism improving inter-group relations, our results support previous studies
that suggest that these theories do not seamlessly translate to minorities. Among Latino
immigrants, social contact only consistently results in more positive attitudes when it
involves Blacks. Both equal- and higher-status contact is associated with better perceptions
of Blacks across all four dimensions, with particularly notable effects for evaluations of
Black cultural attributes. Interactions at church, in neighborhoods, and with friends are all
positively associated with attitudes, and there is no indication that contact in work settings
(which prior studies indicate can generate competition and conflict) worsens Latinos’ view
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of Blacks. Contact with Whites, in contrast, is generally associated with worse attitudes
towards them, even when such contact is with equal-status group members. Although
attending church with Whites improves attitudes towards the group, contact with White
friends or neighbors is negatively associated with Latinos’ views of Whites. Likewise,
contact with other Latinos is also associated with lower perceptions of the group, although
the effects are restricted to those in work settings.
Although the threat hypothesis has mostly been examined in the context of LatinoBlack relations, it operates similarly for attitudes toward Blacks, Whites, and other Latinos.
Higher perceptions of conflict with each group are associated with negative attitudes across
multiple dimensions, but particularly those related to cultural behaviors and receptivity to
contact. These results likely capture the effect of general perceived inter-group tensions,
since this question asked whether respondents perceive conflict between the group in
question and Latinos (Blumer 1958). However, respondents who report that Blacks (and to
a lesser extent Whites) have too much power actually average more positive evaluations,
suggesting that some types of threat can actually result in higher out-group evaluations. 7
Although this question was deliberately worded to capture a negative sentiment – that a
group had too much power (demasiado poder), it is possible that this measure reflects how
immigrant Latinos view other groups’ overall position in the hierarchy. Respondents seem

It is important to acknowledge that we measure threat differently from many prior studies. In
research on Whites, threat refers to perceived challenges to numerical, material, and symbolic
superiority, and is often measured by the perceived size or growth of out-groups. However, this
approach has not worked as well for explaining Blacks’ attitudes towards Latinos (Cummings and
Lambert 1997), and is arguably even less relevant for Latino immigrants, who are a small share of
the U.S. population and view themselves at the bottom of the U.S. hierarchy. Regardless, results
highlight the difficulty of identifying a measure of threat that works well for diverse outgroups.
7
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to view the attainment and exercise of power as an accomplishment linked to positive traits,
especially among Blacks.
Finally, we also examined how various measures of insecurity shape the racial
attitudes of Latino immigrants. Overall, insecurity seems to negatively impact attitudes
toward Blacks and, to a lesser extent, Whites. Crime victimization and perceived social
disorder (but particularly the former) are associated with negative attitudes towards Blacks,
but the latter is positively associated with attitudes towards Whites. Feeling treated poorly
due to Latino culture and fearing deportation are negatively associated with perceptions of
Blacks and the latter with Whites as well. Furthermore, experiences of insecurity also
appear to push Latinos toward their own group. These effects are generally consistent with
the emerging literature on non-White racial attitudes arguing that discrimination highlights
the relative deprivation of the in-group, undermining inter-group relations (Pettigrew et al.
2011) and promoting ethnic solidarity as a psychological defense against rejection by the
host society (Golash-Boza 2006).
Taken together, these findings suggest that theories of racial attitudes developed for
Whites require modification to apply to apply to immigrant Latinos, among whom the
impact of social contact and acculturation are not always positive and that of perceived
threat not always negative. Social contact and acculturation work in the expected direction
only when pre-existing racial attitudes are poor, as is the case anti-Black attitudes (Roth
and Kim 2013). However, when out-group attitudes are generally positive, increased
contact can actually lower perceptions of that group, and can even undermine perceptions
of the in-group. Thus, it is more precise to say that for immigrant Latinos, social contact,
acculturation, and even some forms of perceived threat work to reduce adherence to White
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supremacy, rather than to simply improve attitudes towards all out-groups. Discussions
with our CBPR group provide some hints as to why this might be the case. The migrant
Latinos in our sample are concentrated in the low-skill service and construction sectors
(Flippen 2012, 2016), and view their lives as a struggle. While many feel their status is
higher than those they left behind in Latin America, others feel keenly their low position
in the U.S. status hierarchy (Flippen and Parrado 2015). Seeing Whites in similar social
spaces undermines their sense of White superiority, while greater contact with co-ethnics
reinforces their perception that their own group is disadvantaged.
The implications for the future of race relations are mixed. On the one hand, the
positive effects of incorporation and social contact on attitudes toward Blacks auger well
for future Black-Latino relations, especially in light of the high degree of contact in a wide
array of settings. However, experiences of insecurity dampen these effects. Since this data
was collected, the rhetoric surrounding immigration has grown dramatically more hostile,
and the enforcement of immigration polies more severe. Our findings suggest this is likely
to contribute to lower Latino immigrant assessments of Whites, and to either slower
improvement in Black-Latino relations, or even potentially increased in tensions. These
findings also suggest that public policies aimed at reducing insecurity among immigrant
Latinos would also have the added benefit of improving interracial relations.
As with all work on racial attitudes, one of the limitations of this work is that it
relies on stated preferences, which are subject to social desirability bias. However, given
the prevalence of prejudicial attitudes in our sample, and that recently arrived immigrants
are less likely to be socialized into U.S. sensibilities surrounding racial discourse, social
desirability bias is less of a concern. Similarly, there is also concern that self-selection into
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social contact may contribute to its apparent link with racial attitudes. While most
respondents are relatively low income and undocumented, and thus constrained in their
workplace and neighborhood options, we cannot completely discount this possibility. In
addition, while the survey provides a window into a seriously understudied group, the
sample size is relatively small, which does not allow us to make as many meaningful
comparisons among subgroups.
Finally, by focusing on one context, it is difficult to generalize results to the broader
Latino experience in the United States. Latino immigrants in Durham overwhelmingly hail
from Mexico and Central America, and thus our sample does not capture the full national
origin and racial diversity of the U.S. Latino population. Research on Dominicans and
Puerto Ricans, for example, finds that the experience of being racialized as Black by others
contributes to negative evaluations of Whites, even as it does not prevent negative views
of U.S.-born Blacks (Rosado 2019). Likewise, native-born Latinos have more
opportunities for equal status contact (but also competition) with both Blacks and Whites
than the foreign born. Our sample is also overwhelmingly undocumented. Recent work
shows that immigrant Latinos view their unauthorized status as central to their inferior
position in the U.S. racial hierarchy, and view native-born Blacks and Latinos as
advantaged by citizenship (Rosado 2019; Zamora 2018). This could color racial attitudes
in Durham in potentially unique ways.
The Durham context also differs from more established gateways in ways that could
shape immigrant Latinos’ attitudes. For instance, in-group evaluations are undoubtedly
shaped by the fact that most other Latinos also tend to be recently arrived immigrants from
the same region. In areas with more diverse national origins, mixed immigrant generations,
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and more long-term residents, these attitudes could differ. This could be particularly true
if native-born Latinos are over represented in social service organizations and other
institutions relied on by immigrants. Finally, new and established immigrant gateways
differ in a host of other factors, from economic structures to policies linking local police to
immigration authorities. All of these factors potentially shape immigrant racial attitudes,
over and above individual-level acculturation and social contact characteristics.
Indeed, the sheer diversity of the U.S. Latino population, in terms of nativity,
national origin, race, and region of settlement, is likely a major factor in the contradictory
findings of the previous studies described above, and points to the need for additional
research with sample sizes and research designs capable of adequately capturing this
diversity. More work on Latino racial attitudes is needed, both in terms of their feelings
towards others and how they view their own position in the U.S. racial hierarchy.
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CHAPTER 3: Unbreakable Walls: White and Black Attitudes Toward Latino
Incorporation

Abstract
Using a conjoint survey experiment of native-born White and Black Americans, this paper
examines the heterogenous incorporation of Latinos into the national imagined community.
Although the incorporation of Latinos has been widely debated, less attention has been
paid to the perceptions of outgroups in shaping incorporation, particularly those of Black
Americans. In addition, scholars have not sufficiently explored the heterogenous
incorporation of Latinos. This paper examines which Latinos are seen as more American
to examine how other groups perceive their incorporation. Results suggest that
impermeable characteristics—including phenotype, identification, and legal status—are
key in shaping overall perceptions. Notably, this paper finds substantial negative effects of
perceptions of unauthorized status across generations. In addition, White respondents in
particular favor characteristics consistent with whiteness and greater structural
incorporation in comparison to Black respondents. Whites who identify strongly with their
national identity are also more likely to draw restrictive boundaries across the board,
whereas this pattern is not present for Black respondents. On the other hand, Black
respondents who strongly identify with their racial group draw less restrictive boundaries.
Results suggest the importance of racialization in shaping the heterogeneous incorporation
of Latinos, which will likely lead to diverging pathways within the group.
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Introduction
As with earlier waves of immigration, there is considerable concern over prospects
for Latino incorporation into American society. Where Latinos are eventually placed
within the racial hierarchy will largely influence their “assimilation.” It is widely debated
whether Whiteness will expand to include Latinos (Yancey 2003), whether their trajectory
will more closely resemble that of Black Americans, or whether they will fall somewhere
in between (Bonilla-Silva 2004; Lee and Bean 2007; Waters 1990). Although part of the
incorporation of Latinos is determined by self-identification, how they are received by the
two main groups that have historically dominated the US racial hierarchy—White and
Black Americans—will be critical in shaping their integration.
The heterogeneity of the Latino population complicates this issue. As a group with
diverse countries of origin, phenotypes, immigration statuses, socioeconomic statuses,
among other differences, it is likely that Latinos’ social incorporation will be contingent
on these varying characteristics, rather than taking a singular path. The incorporation of
Latinos therefore depends on considering how a wide range of characteristics impact their
incorporation. As social and structural considerations are interrelated (Alba 2009), this
paper examines how various types of individual-level boundaries influence how Latinos
are perceived by others. Central to these characteristics is how physical appearance—
which is a significant component in social interactions—shapes these perceptions. As
Latinos encompass a broad range of phenotypes, many of which complicate a strict WhiteBlack division in the racial hierarchy, understanding their place in American society largely
depends on how they are read by others.
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As one of the axes in the racialization of Latinos revolves around the group’s
perceived foreignness (Aguirre, Rodriguez, and Simmers 2011), this study examines the
degree to which Latinos with different characteristics are viewed as less or more American
(Lacayo 2017; Roth 2012). Latinos’ membership within the national imagined community
is important when considering whether Americans fully view them as members of the
ingroup (Theiss-Morse 2009). As a social identity to which many group members are
strongly attached, people’s sense of American identity powerfully shapes their attitudes
and behavior. In many ways, being perceived as American symbolizes the erosion of many
important boundaries that place Latinos in the outgroup.
This paper examines how Latinos’ integration into American society is viewed by
native-born White and Black Americans. Although Latinos encounter both groups in a
variety of social contexts, much of the literature that interrogates whether others view
Latinos as successfully assimilating focuses primarily on Whites (Lacayo 2017; Schachter
2016). As White and Black Americans have historically occupied distinct places in the
racial hierarchy, their perspectives on the incorporation of Latinos will likely differ. As the
classic racial hierarchy model was constructed based on relations between these two
groups, understanding both of their perspectives is critical to a comprehensive
understanding of the place of Latinos within American society. I directly examine
differences between the two groups and consider what this implies for racialized
incorporation more broadly.
I draw on a survey experiment of White and Black Americans to examine their
perceptions of Latino incorporation. The conjoint survey experimental design allows me
to manipulate multiple characteristics simultaneously to causally determine their effect on
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perceptions of Latinos. I create profiles that represent Latinos and include a range of
characteristics that scholars posit shape integration, including immigrant background and
legal status, education, occupation, language ability, self-identification, religion, and
political affiliation. By using photos to reflect the phenotypic diversity of Latinos, I expand
how survey experiments traditionally evoke racial categorization using words, to more
fully capture the phenotypic aspect that is often used to judge a person. Despite evidence
that racial terminology can be a poor indicator of the lived experience of race for Latinos
(Dowling 2014; Roth 2010), survey experiments largely do not measure the effect of
physical appearance.
I argue that Latino incorporation into American society is shaped by a series of
impermeable characteristics—namely, appearance, legal status, and identification—that
limit their full incorporation. This also demonstrates diverging incorporation trajectories
for different members of the group. In addition, this paper also finds that White and Black
Americans draw different boundaries of the national imagined community, suggesting
several pathways of possible incorporation for Latinos. Whites’ perceptions of the
boundaries of the national imagined community are strongly shaped by their attachment to
their national identity—where strong attachments are associated with drawing more
restrictive boundaries—whereas this is not the case for Black respondents. On the contrary,
when considering attachment to racial group identity among Black respondents, strong
identifiers generally draw less restrictive boundaries than weak identifiers.
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Theoretical perspectives on Latino incorporation
Classical assimilation theory posits that immigrant groups and their descendants
gradually acquire cultural characteristics that make them more alike the majority, which
results in the Americanization of group members (Gordon 1964; Park and Burgess 1921).
These early scholars posited that immigrants and their descendants uniformly undergo a
straight-line assimilation path across generations. Scholars argue that while this framework
generally applied to earlier waves of European migrants, these straight-line theories do not
describe recent waves of immigration, largely because of the complications posed by race.
Much of the literature also emphasizes greater socioeconomic status as a sign of structural
incorporation across generations (Portes and Zhou 1993; Telles and Ortiz 2008).
Recent adaptations of classical assimilation theory explore the erosion of specific
boundaries—where not only incoming groups view themselves more alike those of the
majority group, but also where the majority come to accept immigrant groups and their
descendants as part of the group (Alba and Nee 2003; Barth 1998). Scholars have argued
that symbolic boundaries, where people assess whether others are similar to them, include
socioeconomic status, morals, and culture (Lamont 1992). Considering cultural
membership of those deemed outsiders, other scholars note that exclusionary boundaries
on the matter of religion, culture, language, race, and social class are notable (Bail 2008;
Edgell and Tranby 2010). Notably, scholars have highlighted the impediments posed by
racial boundaries—where members of non-white groups are uniformly not viewed as
similar to those of the majority (Schachter 2016).
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American identity as a social identity
Examining the incorporation of Latinos requires a consideration of how they are
viewed relative to one of the most salient group identities—American identity. National
identity is predicated upon a sense of group membership, involving perceived commonality
with those who fit within the group’s boundaries (Anderson 2016; Miller 1999). At the
same time, this often involves setting and defining these boundaries of who belongs in the
national imagined community. Scholars argue that Whites often think of themselves in
terms of national identity rather than ethnic identity, which suggests that considering how
they view other groups along this dimension is crucial to how they draw boundaries
(Schildkraut 2014).
Perceptions of the important components of American identity can be broken down
into two major aspects: civic and ethnnocultural characteristics. The first set of
characteristics are considered “soft” boundaries, centered around principles surrounding
the American creed. These involve notions of hard work, respecting the nation’s laws, and
civic participation. Since ethnocultural norms are ascriptive in nature, they are generally
more exclusive and considered “hard” boundaries. In particular, the latter tradition suggests
that to be a “true American,” someone must be a White English-speaking Protestant of
European ancestry. Studies argue that there is widespread endorsement for civic norms of
American identity across all racial and ethnic groups, with less support for ethnocultural
norms among a wide range of Americans (Schildkraut 2011; Theiss-Morse 2009).
Attachment to the group also shapes the process of drawing group boundaries. As
Theiss-Morse argues, people who strongly identify with their American identity are more
likely to draw strict boundaries. Maintaining exclusivity within the group ensures that the
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group stays “alive and well” (Theiss-Morse 2009). This involves not only setting more
strict boundaries surrounding ethnocultural characteristics, but also civic characteristics.
Scholars find this to be particularly the case among Whites with strong attachments to their
national identity (Carter and Pérez 2016).
Another crucial factor to consider in boundary-setting is how this process occurs
for those who are considered less prototypical members of the group and who have a
complicated relationship with their national identity—in this case, Black Americans.
Scholars argue that while strong attachment to national identity among Whites is linked to
xenophobia specifically targeted towards non-whites, strong identifiers who are Black do
not express xenophobia in a way that is related to their group’s racial superiority (Carter
and Pérez 2016). Black Americans can be characterized as “conflicted nativists,” where
despite their usage of national identity as leverage to claim equal rights, Black Americans
generally do not express the same policy-restrictive attitudes (Carter 2019).
Although perceptions of the in- vs. the outgroup powerfully shape attitudes and
behavior, scholars have largely overlooked how perceptions of the boundaries of national
identity can be useful for understanding the incorporation of Latinos. As Miller argued,
national identity symbolizes a group bound together by shared beliefs, characteristics and
obligations to one another (Miller 1999). National identity allows for a sense of peoplehood
without requiring for group membership to be completely monolithic. As such, national
identity can be useful in understanding how Latinos can become a part of American society.
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Where do Latinos fit within the concept of American society?
Latino racialization is tied to ideas of foreignness and illegality. As De Genova
argues for Mexicans, their presumed illegality is a central part of how they are racialized
relative to dominant concept of American-ness (De Genova 2005). Whereas many Latinos
are in fact US citizens, they are often denied cultural membership into the American
imagined community (Rocco 2014). Often, these systems of exclusion are reproduced by
institutions including law enforcement and other bureaucratic agencies, which operate to
homogenize the group (Browne and Odem 2012). Research also shows that many Latinos
also understand their identity in relation to the ascription of perceived foreignness, as they
do not claim an American identity because they do not think others allow them to do so
(Flores-González 2017; Roth 2012).
Scholars that study self-identification also provide mixed evidence about whether
Latinos view themselves integrating into American society. On the one hand, there is
evidence that people with Mexican ancestry are gradually identifying as White over time
(Alba and Islam 2009). On the other hand, there is also a shift where many identify with
the pan-ethnic label “Hispanic/Latino,” as scholars argue that this is a racialized ethnic
category for the group (Flores-González 2017; Golash-Boza 2006; Roth 2012; Rumbaut
2009). Specifically, qualitative studies of Latinos argue that people understand the “Latino”
category as the identity they are allowed within the American racial hierarchy. Evidence
also suggests that skin color impacts whether Latinos self-identify as American (JonesCorrea et al. 2018). However, there is evidence that considering self-identification is not
enough when determining the racialization of a group. Vargas argues that although forty
percent of Latinos in his study sometimes self-identify as White, only six percent report
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being externally categorized as such by others (Vargas 2015). Dowling also argues that
identifying as White on forms such as the census arises out of a desire to be seen as
American, but these Latinos do not fully feel that they are accepted by others (Dowling
2014). Although this research suggests that Latinos perceive limitations on their own
ability to integrate into the national imagined community, the question of how others view
their incorporation remains.

Perceptions of Latinos
Scholars that have examined the perspective of native-born White Americans argue
that the boundaries separating Whites from Latinos impede social incorporation, yet largely
focus on Latinos as one group. Lacayo’s study of the opinions of Whites in southern
California argues that Whites believe Latinos are perpetually inferior and cannot become
White, even across generations. Whites categorize Latinos as perpetually foreign and
associate even seemingly positive stereotypes, such as being hardworking and familyoriented, as being negative and hindering the group from making progress in society
(Lacayo 2017). There is also evidence that Whites view Latinos as highly dissimilar, even
when they overcome boundaries that should supposedly demonstrate their greater
incorporation (Schachter 2016).
The nature of Black attitudes toward Latinos is less clear, and often relies on data
that is restricted to one or a few geographic locations. Whereas some studies suggest that
Black Americans view a shared sense of discrimination with Latinos (Brown, Jones, and
Becker 2018; Craig and Richeson 2012; Frasure-Yokley and Greene 2014), others find that
when Black Americans experience discrimination, they have less favorable views toward
64

Latinos (Wilkinson and Bingham 2016). At times, Black Americans evoke Latinos as
threats in their fight for a more equal position relative to Whites (Browne, Deckard, and
Rodriguez 2016; Carter 2019). In particular, economic and labor market threat shape these
attitudes; in some contexts, Black Americans frame Latino immigrants as “others”
juxtaposing them against “American workers” (Browne et al. 2016). Scholars also argue
that there is a greater likelihood for negative perceptions of the group in contexts where
Latinos are economically advantaged relative to Black Americans (Gay 2006).

Research questions and hypotheses
This paper advances our understanding of Latino incorporation by considering their
integration into the national imagined community, from the perspective of White and Black
Americans. By examining the extent to which different types of Latinos are considered
American, this paper uniquely examines the heterogeneity within the Latino population,
considering factors such as phenotype, background, identification, and socioeconomic
status, among others. In addition, through a comparison of the perspectives of both White
and Black Americans, this paper examines how boundaries are drawn by two distinct
subsets of the American population. Lastly, this paper examines how the strength of
national and racial identity operate in the boundary-drawing process.
I hypothesize that profiles with darker skin tones will be seen as less American than
those with whiter phenotypes. I anticipate that profiles who identify as Latino, Hispanic,
or Mexican will be viewed as less American than those with the term American. I
hypothesize that profiles who are immigrants will be seen as less American, with a severe
penalty for those who are undocumented (Schachter 2016). Furthermore, I expect there to
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be a slight penalty for the children of undocumented immigrants as well, but that the other
categories of native-born profiles will experience no penalty. I hypothesize that profile
characteristics such as language, religion, socioeconomic status, political affiliation, and
spouse will not mitigate the effects of the aforementioned characteristics.
In addition, I hypothesize that the main difference between White and Black
respondents will consist of Whites expressing more restrictive attitudes on phenotype and
self-identification, with a particular penalty for darker-skinned faces and non-American
profiles among Whites only. However, I expect the effect of background and other
characteristics to be the same among both groups. Consistent with the literature on
American identity, I hypothesize that respondents who strongly identify as Americans will
enforce the boundaries of American identity more strictly, but that these effects will be
more pronounced among Whites. On the other hand, I expect Black respondents who are
strong racial identifiers to express more restrictive attitudes than those who do not identify
strongly with their racial group.

Methodology
Sample
To examine how native-born White and Black Americans view Latinos, I use a
conjoint survey experiment (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014) of 750 White
Americans and 750 Black Americans, conducted by YouGov in September of 20208. This

8

Fielding this survey in September of 2020 raises two concerns. After a summer of protests and national
awareness surrounding police killings of Black Americans, respondents may be more sensitive to questions
that ask them about their attitudes toward particular non-white groups. In addition, the context of the
COVID-19 pandemic is important to consider. However, a pilot experiment fielded through Amazon
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methodology, traditionally used in marketing research, has been recently adapted by
political scientists to examine which characteristics impact native-born Whites’ attitudes
toward immigration policy (Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015). Conjoint experiments expand
the capability of traditional vignette experiments by presenting profiles that randomly vary
several characteristics in a table format, which allows respondents to easily make a multidimensional choice.
In order to ensure that the sample of respondents closely matches the population,
YouGov employs sample matching. First, a random sample from the target population is
drawn, which is referred to as the target sample. For each member of the target sample,
YouGov draws a member of their opt-in panel9 that matches on age, gender, and education,
in order to construct a matched sample. The goal of this methodology is to ensure that
respondents in the matched sample are as similar as possible to the target sample, which in
theory represents a true probability sample. In this case, YouGov matched respondents to
a target sample from the 2018 American Community Survey and drew samples separately
for White and Black respondents, to ensure an oversampling of Black Americans. Since
the unit of analysis is every characteristic, the results of every profile choice and rating are
pooled for all respondents, which results in a total analytic sample of 15,000 (7,500 for
each group).

Mechanical Turk in July of 2019 found similar results, which suggests that these results were not heavily
influenced by the social context of the summer of 2020.
9
YouGov’s opt-in panel is comprised of 1.8 million U.S. residents. Members of the panel are recruited
through web advertising, email campaigns, telephone-to-web recruitment (random digit dialing-based
sampling), and mail-to-web recruitment (voter registration-based sampling).
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The conjoint design is advantageous for several reasons10. First, it allows the
researcher to examine the independent effect of multiple characteristics simultaneously.
Therefore, it is possible to disentangle effects for various characteristics. This design also
helps to reduce social desirability bias, since respondents are being asked to rate multiple
characteristics at once. This design is ideal to examine the heterogeneity of the Latino
population. The average treatment effect of each characteristic is calculated similarly as in
a factorial experiment; a treatment/characteristic level is compared relative to another
treatment level, while averaging across all other treatments in the experiment. Notably, this
makes the unit of analysis each characteristic, rather than each individual respondent11.
The conjoint design presents each survey respondent with a total of ten profiles in
a table format that are divided over five tasks. In each task, survey respondents are
presented with two profiles side by side12. Research examining the paired conjoint design
relative to voting behavior in a Swiss referendum argues that the paired design comes
closest to the behavioral benchmark (Hainmueller, Hangartner, and Yamamoto 2015) and
performs better than vignette experiments. It is likely that the paired design keeps
respondents seriously engaged with the decision tasks, which leads them to carefully
evaluate each profile.

10

The conjoint experimental design also relies on several assumptions. First, each profile is independently
evaluated and respondents would make the same choice if presented with the same characteristics, meaning
that one task does not affect a subsequent task. Second, it is assumed that there are no profile-order effects,
meaning that the ordering of profiles within the experiment does not affect responses. Third, it is assumed
that attributes of each profile are randomly assigned. The analyses confirming whether these assumptions
hold are available upon request.
11
The answer that respondents provide for each profile is attached to all of the characteristic levels within
that profile. The results are pooled together within and across respondents.
12
A sample task containing two side-by-side profiles can be found in appendix A3.
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Before seeing the profiles, respondents are told that they will be shown a series of
profiles of individuals living in the United States and they are instructed to answer each
question according to their own personal beliefs. Below each task, respondents are told that
the two profiles shown reflect people who are either immigrants or come from a family
with a history of immigration. Next, respondents are presented with five questions. The
first asks them to choose which respondent they personally believe is more American.
Next, respondents are asked how they would rate each person on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1
being not at all American and 7 being very much American13.
First, I include a variety of characteristics that represent key ascriptive components.
I use a series of ten photos that represent Latinos across the skin color spectrum. The series
of images presented to respondents are from the Chicago Face Database (CFD), which
compiles standardized images of individuals from different ethnoracial groups (Ma,
Correll, and Wittenbrink 2015). Images were chosen out of their database of pictures to
represent a wide variety of skin tones. Notably, the CFD also provides rating data that rates
how the photos are perceived racially, which is particularly important when considering
the diversity within the Latino population. After collecting the photos, CFD researchers
gathered norming data by asking a group of raters to categorize the each photo on a variety
of characteristics, including gender, age, and racial group. I selected the photos using this
data and chose a total of ten photos representing people of both genders, keeping skin tone
as consistent as possible across gender. The photos represent individuals perceived to be

13

For the purposes of this paper, I will only present rating-based assessments, since these more closely
resemble assessments that individuals make in their daily lives. Analyses for the forced-choice responses of
which profile is more American are available upon request.
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20 to 30 years of age. Although the first four14 categories of photos are people who selfidentified as Latino, they are all perceived differently racially. The first category of photos,
which are meant to represent the lightest Latinos, were rated as White between 88 percent
and 100 percent of the time and rated as Latino about 0 percent of the time. The second
category of photos were rated as Latino between 25 and 35 percent of the time, and rated
as White around 50 percent of the time. The third category of photos were rated as Latino
about 50 percent of the time, multiracial about 30 percent of the time, and Asian about 10
percent of the time. The fourth category of photos were rated Latino between 77 and 83
percent of the time, multiracial about 10 percent of the time, and Asian slightly less than
10 percent of the time. The fifth category of photos were rated as Black between 60-73
percent of the time, as multiracial between 23 and 35 percent of the time, and Latino close
to 3 percent of the time. These images are key to developing an understanding of how
Latinos may be racialized differently based on their skin color, given the vast heterogeneity
of the Latino population. The full set of images can be found in appendix B3.
In addition, I also examine identification, which considers the different terminology
that may be used by Latinos to self-identify. I also incorporate religion, which although is
not usually centrally considered in stories of immigrant incorporation, it is considered
central to many Americans’ lives (Pew Research Center’s Religion & Public Life Project
2014). Similarly, I include partisan identification, which examines both some degree of
civic participation (relative to those who are not political), and captures the importance of
partisanship as a social identity that some have argued is more polarizing than race (Iyengar

14

None of the people who self-identified as Latino were perceived as Black by the raters. For the fifth
category of photos, I chose Black-identified pictures.
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and Westwood 2015). I also vary people’s spouses, including whether or not the profile is
married, to further our understanding of whether intermarriage contributes to greater
incorporation (Lichter, Carmalt, and Qian 2011; Song 2009). In addition, I include an
interaction between generation and legal status captured in a characteristic representing a
profile’s background. The study also includes a series of characteristics that assess whether
structural incorporation influences eventual social incorporation, including English
language ability, education and occupation, which are consistent with the immigrant
incorporation literature’s focus (Alba and Nee 2003; Portes and Zhou 1993). A full list of
characteristics can be found in appendix B3.
To make the profiles as realistic as possible, I restrict certain attributes from
appearing together in the same profile. Higher-skilled professions, such as doctor, teacher
and IT professional, are restricted to only appearing with at least the level of education that
is required for that position (i.e. a doctor must have an advanced degree, whereas teachers
must have a bachelor’s degree or higher). Being born in the United States (which includes
four distinct background attributes) is restricted from appearing with not speaking English
at all, and it is also restricted from appearing with speaking limited English when the profile
showed a bachelor’s degree or higher. Undocumented, legal and naturalized immigrants
are restricted from appearing with the “only speaking English” category of language
ability. Furthermore, for those who were born in the U.S., I also restrict them from speaking
limited English if they had a bachelor’s or advanced degree. In addition, because the
profiles are presented in pairs to respondents, I also restrict profile pairs from having the
same picture.
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Additional variables of interest
After respondents completed the five conjoint tasks at the beginning of the survey,
I asked them a set of additional questions. Respondents were asked to what extent they
personally valued a series of characteristics when considering if someone is truly American
(on a four-point scale ranging from “not at all” to “a lot”). These included characteristics
that capture both ethnocultural and civic conceptualizations of what it means to be an
American (Schildkraut 2011). A full list of characteristics can be found on tables 3, 4 and
5. In addition, I also ask respondents questions to capture their attachment to American
identity as well as their racial identity. These questions ask how important each identity is
to them.

Analytic strategy
First, I begin by presenting key descriptive statistics for White and Black
respondents. Due to White and Black respondents’ different position in the racial hierarchy,
examining each groups’ attitudes toward American identity is key. Then, I analyze the
average marginal component effect (AMCE) of American ratings for all respondents
together, to examine aggregate-level causal effects for the group. This measure is similar
to the average treatment effect in full factorial experiments, but it is examined at the level
of each characteristic (Hainmueller et al. 2014). The AMCE is equivalent to calculating the
average rating for one value of a characteristic, calculating the average rating for another
value of that same characteristic (which serves as the reference category), and taking the
difference between the two averages (Bansak et al. 2020). AMCE estimates are easily
interpreted; each estimate represents the probability that a profile with a particular
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characteristic is rated more highly than the reference category. AMCE estimates represent
the causal effect of one attribute compared to its reference; this effect also averages possible
interaction effects with other characteristics, as well as averages potential heterogenous
effects within the pool of respondents (Bansak et al. 2020). The results incorporate
clustered standard errors to account for each respondent assessing ten profiles. Notably,
the AMCE is heavily dependent on the choice of reference category.
Next, I compare White and Black respondents American ratings directly by
examining marginal mean differences, which allows me to compare the relative magnitude
in each group and test whether this difference is statistically significant (Leeper, Hobolt,
and Tilley 2020). Although the AMCE results are informative, they do not allow us to
directly compare between White and Black respondents. Marginal means provide
information about absolute levels of favorability toward specific characteristics and are
more appropriate for group comparisons. Because subgroups can differ in their views of
characteristics that represent the baseline comparison in AMCEs, comparing AMCEs of
one group to another is not a reliable way of considering subgroup differences in
preferences (Leeper et al. 2020). To interpret the magnitude of these differences, I use
Cohen’s d, where I divide the mean difference by the standard deviation. This can be
interpreted as the standardized difference between two means.
After comparing White and Black respondent ratings, I delve closer into examining
their perceptions of American identity, and how this shapes their attitudes toward Latinos.
First, I examine how attachment to American identity shapes attitudes differently for each
group. Then, I examine how attachment to racial identity shapes attitudes for each group.
For these analyses, I present marginal mean differences to facilitate multiple comparisons.
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Results
Descriptive statistics
Table 1 presents descriptive statistics of key demographic variables, from where
key differences between White and Black respondents emerge. White respondents are more
likely to have a college degree or more (34 percent) relative to Black respondents (20
percent). While White respondents are more likely to be employed full time (37 percent of
Whites, relative to 29 percent of Black respondents), Black respondents are slightly more
likely to be unemployed (15 percent of Black respondents, relative to 9 percent of Whites).
White respondents also report higher family incomes relative to Black respondents.
White and Black respondents also differ on political characteristics, shown on table
2. Black respondents are twice as likely to be Democrats (64 percent) relative to Whites,
yet there is a sizable amount of Black independents in the sample (30 percent). However,
most Black respondents identify as politically moderate. While Whites are evenly split on
their party identification, they are also most likely to identify as moderate (27 percent).
Black respondents were more likely to vote for Clinton (48 percent) in the 2016 election,
while a majority of White respondents voted for Trump (42 percent). A sizable share of
Black respondents did not vote (46 percent).
Considering perceptions of ethnocultural conceptualizations of American identity
as shown on table 3, White and Black respondents generally express similar attitudes.
Being white or having European ancestors is largely not viewed as important by either
group. However, both White and Black respondents greatly value being born in America.
While the majority of White respondents do not view being Christian as at all important in
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considering if someone is truly an American (60 percent), Black respondents value being
Christian more highly, with 21 percent indicating they value this a lot.
When considering perceptions of civic conceptualizations of American identity, as
shown on tables 4 and 5, a few differences between Black and White respondents emerge.
The two most important characteristics to Whites are having American citizenship and
respecting America’s institutions and laws, with 60 and 69 percent of respondents
indicating they valued these a lot, respectively. Whites also highly value thinking of oneself
as American (56 percent indicating they valued this a lot) as well as letting others say what
they want (44 percent). On the other hand, the two most important characteristics to Black
respondents are respecting others’ cultural differences and seeing people of all
backgrounds as American, with 58 percent and 57 percent of respondents indicating they
valued these a lot. While Black respondents also value having American citizenship and
respecting America’s laws and institutions highly, with 52 and 47 percent indicating these
matter a lot, these numbers are noticeably lower than those for White respondents. These
results show that the most important components of American identity vary between White
and Black respondents.
Looking at each group’s attachment to their group identities, White and Black
respondents show some similarity in their attachment to American identity15, shown on
table 6. Both White and Black respondents highly identify with their American identity,
with 47 and 43 percent indicating it is very important to them, respectively. On the other

15

Although the original questions that asked respondents about the importance of their American and racial
identities had four categories, I divided these into two groups: respondents that are “high” on their identity
attachment indicated that this identity matters “a lot” to them. Respondents that are “low” on their identity
attachment indicated that this identity matters either not at all, a little, or a moderate amount.
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hand, Black respondents are significantly more likely to indicate that their racial identity is
important to them relative to White respondents (68 vs. 22 percent).

American Rating
Table 8 presents the AMCE results for the rating-based results for all respondents,
where respondents are asked to rank how American they view a particular profile on a scale
from 1 to 7. Respondents rate the brown man (the second darkest skin tone) photo 18
percentage points less American than the white man photo, on average. However, there are
no statistically significant differences between respondents’ ratings of the other photos, in
comparison to the white man photo. In addition, respondents rate Mexican (15 percentage
points) Hispanic (14 percentage points) and Latino profiles (11 percentage points) as less
American on average, in comparison to American profiles. Respondents also see profiles
with lower English language abilities as less American, with an 11 percentage point penalty
for those who speak limited English, relative to English-only speaking profiles.
However, the largest pattern of effects emerges when considering background and
legal status. Immigrants of all categories are penalized relative to US-born grandchildren
of legal immigrants. This is particularly the case for undocumented immigrants, who are
126 percentage points less likely to be viewed as American. The penalty is smaller for legal
immigrants, where the difference in American ratings is 25 percentage points.
Interestingly, the penalty for US-born children of undocumented immigrants is larger in
magnitude than those for legal immigrants, with profiles being 30 percent less likely to be
seen as American, on average. There is also a penalty for grandchildren of undocumented
immigrants, who are 15 percentage points less likely to be seen as American, relative to
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the grandchildren of legal immigrants. These findings suggest that the effects of legal status
persist across generations, significantly impacting views toward not only immigrants, but
individuals born in the United States.

Differences between White and Black respondents
When exploring the marginal mean differences between White and Black
respondents, (shown on figure 2 and estimates on table 9),16 results indicate a few
differences between the two groups. However, when using Cohen’s d17 to examine the
magnitude of the effect, these effects are relatively small in magnitude. The largest
difference between Black and White respondents is in their evaluation of undocumented
immigrants, who are more positively evaluated by Black respondents (0.51 difference,
se=0.11, d= 0.29). When looking at the other legal status categories, results show that
Whites rate profiles who are legal immigrants or the descendants of legal immigrants, more
positively than Black respondents. However, there is no difference in rating for the children
and grandchildren of undocumented immigrants. These results suggest that White
respondents give more favorable ratings toward profiles with a history of “legal” migration.
There is some evidence that White respondents are more likely to favor
characteristics that are consistent with whiteness in their evaluations of who is an
American. White respondents rate profiles with an identification of “white” more highly

16

To formally test whether each group’s preferences are different, I conducted an F-test examining two
nested models (a model with just the features, vs. a model that included interaction terms for features and
race). This test was statistically significant, suggesting overall group differences between White and Black
respondents.
17
The standard deviation of the American ratings is 1.75. According to the scale provided by Cohen’s d,
the standardized difference between two means can be interpreted in the following way: d=0.20 is a small
effect, d=0.50 is a medium-sized effect, and d=0.80 is a large effect.
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than Black respondents (0.33 difference, se =0.10, d=0.18), yet there is no difference in
ratings for the other identifications. Similarly, White respondents also rate profiles who are
intermarried with Whites as more American than Black respondents. However, there are
no statistically significant differences in White and Black evaluations of the photos. These
results suggest that in some instances, White respondents are more likely to favor
characteristics that uphold whiteness, compared to Black respondents.
In addition, White respondents rate characteristics that indicate greater structural
incorporation more positively than Black respondents. When looking at socioeconomic
status, White respondents are more likely to rate bachelor’s degree holders as more
American, relative to Black respondents. White respondents also rate IT professionals and
doctors as more American than Black respondents. A similar pattern is also evident when
considering English language ability, where Whites rate bilingual and English-only
speaking profiles more highly than Black respondents.

How do strong identifiers draw group boundaries?
Among Whites, strong identifiers draw boundaries in line with expectations based
on previous work, as shown on figure 3 and table 10. Considering the marginal mean
differences between Whites who identify strongly with their American identity compared
to those who do not, there are several substantial differences. The largest difference
between strong and weak-identifying Whites is on their evaluation of undocumented
immigrants (1.29 difference, se=0.21, d= 0.74). In terms of magnitude, this is a large effect.
Strong identifiers similarly rate other descendants of undocumented immigrants less
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positively than weak identifiers, but there is no difference in their evaluation of most legal
immigrant and descendant categories.
Considering characteristics consistent with structural incorporation, the effects
again show that strong identifiers express more restrictions across the board. However,
these do not consistently favor those with higher or lower socioeconomic status, which
suggest more restrictive attitudes across the board. However, the largest magnitude of
differences between strong and weak identifying Whites is on their evaluation of profiles
who do not speak English, which is a moderate effect (0.86 difference, se=0.23, d=0.49).
White respondents who strongly identify with their American identity are also more
likely to give lower ratings to identification categories of Latino, Hispanic, and Mexican
in comparison to Whites who do not strongly identify with their American identity. The
largest difference between these two groups is on evaluations of Hispanic profiles (0.61
difference, se=0.15, d=0.34), suggesting a modest difference between strong and weak
identifiers. Similarly, strong identifiers rate the majority of the photos as less American
than weak identifiers, with the notable exception of the black photos. The largest difference
between these two groups is on their assessment of the brown man photo (0.56 difference,
se=0.18, d=0.32), indicating a modest difference. Interestingly, strong identifiers are also
less likely to rate the two white photos positively, which suggests a hesitancy to accept
Latinos of any kind. Analyses comparing White respondents who strongly identify with
their racial group and those who do not largely mirror the pattern of results for strong vs.
weak American identifiers and are shown on figure 5.
On the other hand, when examining Black respondents, there are no differences
between those who strongly identify with their American identity compared to those who
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do not (figure 4). Because of Black Americans’ conflicted position between their American
identity and their experiences of racism and white supremacy, I also examine how racial
identity attachment may work to shape views toward Latinos, shown on figure 6 and table
11. In stark contrast to the pattern of effects for White respondents, Black respondents who
strongly identify with their racial identity generally have more open boundaries when
considering who is an American relative to weak identifiers. The largest preference among
high identifiers relative to weak identifiers is their preference for the black man photo
(0.57, se=0.20, d=0.32), which is a modest effect. However, strong identifiers also rate
some of the whiter photos as more American than weak identifiers, which suggests that
their boundaries do not just extend to people who are similar to them. Strong racial
identifiers also rate profiles that identify as White more positively than weak identifiers
(0.49, se=0.19, d=0.28). Profiles that are Hispanic are also rated more positively among
strong identifiers. Black strong identifiers rate US-born profiles more positively than weak
identifiers, regardless of whether their parents or grandparents were undocumented. These
results indicate that strong identifiers draw more open boundaries—opening up more
possibilities for diverse sets of Latinos to incorporate closer to Black Americans.

Conclusions and implications
Through a conjoint survey experiment, this paper examines how White and Black
Americans conceptualize of Latino incorporation into American society, by examining
how boundaries related to the national imagined community are determined. By capturing
the heterogeneity of the Latino population, as well as the perspective of Black Americans
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in shaping incorporation, this paper provides a more comprehensive picture of Latinos’
incorporation into American society.
Among ascriptive characteristics, photos and identification are linked to
perceptions of Americanness. There is an effect of the photos representing the brown
phenotype, where respondents view these individuals as less American than the white man
photo. The relationship between skin tone and evaluations of Americanness is not linear
however, with no notable differences between black and white phenotypes, suggesting an
important axis of racialization among Latinos with brown and indigenous phenotypes.
These results highlight the importance of considering how bias and the racialization of
Latinos can operate beyond the black-white spectrum. Although the negative effect of the
brown man photo may also suggest a gendered dimension, this warrants further exploration
in future studies. In addition, profiles that identify as Hispanic, Latino, and Mexican are
seen as less American among both groups, in comparison to those that identify as
American. This suggests the importance of identification in reifying not being sufficiently
American among these groups. As previous studies have found, these groups adopt the
categorization of Hispanic or Latino because they perceive that they are not viewed as
American by others (Flores-González 2017; Roth 2012), yet their identification as such in
turns leads them to be seen as less American. When comparing differences between White
and Black respondents on the role of ascriptive characteristics, results suggest that White
respondents favor those that are consistent with whiteness more than Black respondents.
When considering what characteristics make individuals more American, legal
status and generation stand out as key factors. Whereas other studies have documented
poor perceptions toward undocumented people (Flores and Schachter 2018; Schachter
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2016), this paper also finds substantial penalties for US-born children and grandchildren
of undocumented immigrants. This suggests that the effect of legal status in shaping
incorporation carries across generations, with the children and grandchildren of the
undocumented not being seen as fully American, despite being born in the US. When
comparing White and Black respondents, results show that Whites favor legal immigrants
and their descendants relative to Black respondents. This suggests that the distinction
between unauthorized and legal migrant status matters more for White respondents in their
evaluation of who is American. This is consistent with other descriptive results that find
that Whites value respecting America’s laws when determining who is an American more
so than Black respondents.
Although structural assimilation theories would predict a higher American rating
for characteristics representing higher socioeconomic statuses, this is generally not the
case. Profiles with limited English ability are seen as less American than those that only
speak English, but there are generally no effects for socioeconomic status characteristics.
This is consistent with recent studies that have examined the limited role of structural
incorporation in the erosion of symbolic boundaries between native-born Whites and
immigrants (Schachter 2016). However, White respondents are more likely to favor
profiles with higher socioeconomic statuses, on both education and profession, in
comparison to Black respondents. This could either suggest that Whites perceive these
specific professions as more in line with American society, or it could suggest that Black
respondents rate these profiles more negatively because they present more of a threat to
their position in the overall labor market. However, further work should explore how
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socioeconomic status shapes perceptions of American identity differently for White and
Black respondents.
Furthermore, the strength of American identity shapes restrictive attitudes toward
Whites much more than it does toward Black respondents, yet racial identity attachment is
influential among Black Americans. Strong-identifying White respondents negatively rate
many of the non-American identified profiles in comparison to respondents who are weak
identifiers. This suggests that Whites who are most invested in American identity are
hesitant to extend the boundaries of their group membership to encompass other categories.
Although strong White identifiers evaluate even the whitest photos more negatively than
weak identifiers, the magnitude of the difference in the rating for the brown man photo
suggests this group’s particular investment in a prototypical notion of American identity.
Although there are no differences between Black respondents who strongly identify with
their American identity in comparison to those who do not, there are interesting differences
when examining respondents whose racial identity is important to them. Generally, Black
strong identifiers tend to draw less restrictive boundaries than those who are weak
identifiers. These findings about Black respondents suggest that rather than being invested
in limiting American identity to prioritize their own group interests, strong identifiers
support expanded notions of American identity.
This study has a few implications for Latino incorporation into the racial hierarchy.
First, this study suggests that there are indeed diverging pathways within this diverse
population, which warrant closer investigation. Rather than treating Latinos as a monolithic
category, this study highlights the importance of considering the heterogeneity within the
group. Second, this paper shows the impact of impermeable characteristics that persist
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across generations, and powerfully shape Latino incorporation into the national imagined
community. These results also suggest that centering the process of racialization—relative
to both White and Black Americans—is key to fully understand Latino incorporation.
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Tables and Figures

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Respondents - Demographic Variables

Gender
Woman
Man
Age (median)
Education
No HS
HS graduate
Some college
2 year college
4 year college
Post-grad
Employment status
Full-time
Part-time
Temporarily laid off
Unemployed
Retired
Permanently disabled
Homemaker
Student
Other
Family income
Less than 19,999
Between 20,000 and 39,999
Between 40,000 and 59,999
Between 60,000 and 99,999
More than 100,000
Religion
Protestant
Roman Catholic
Atheist
Agnostic
Nothing in particular
Other
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White

Black

.51
.49
51

.53
.47
47

.03
.32
.20
.11
.21
.13

.06
.40
.24
.10
.13
.07

.37
.09
.02
.09
.24
.08
.06
.04
.02

.29
.11
.03
.15
.18
.10
.04
.07
.02

.14
.23
.22
.24
.17

.33
.26
.17
.14
.10

.36
.17
.08
.07
.22
.10

.39
.06
.03
.04
.30
.18

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Respondents - Political

Political affiliation
Democrat
Independent
Republican
Political interest
Most of the time
Some of the time
Only now and then
Hardly at all
Don’t know
Ideology
Very conservative
Conservative
Moderate
Liberal
Very liberal
Not sure
Registered to vote
Yes
No
Don’t know
2016 vote choice
Clinton
Trump
Other
Did not vote
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White

Black

.29
.36
.35

.64
.30
.07

.59
.22
.09
.07
.02

.39
.29
.17
.08
.07

.17
.20
.27
.16
.13
.06

.05
.09
.37
.19
.14
.15

.91
.07
.02

.86
.11
.04

.28
.42
.05
.25

.48
.04
.02
.46

Table 3: Perceptions of American Identity - Descriptive Statistics

Ethnocultural
Being white
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Being Christian
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Having European ancestors
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Being born in America
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
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White

Black

.69
.13
.09
.09

.62
.15
.13
.10

.60
.13
.13
.14

.47
.16
.16
.21

.72
.15
.08
.05

.65
.17
.11
.07

.17
.18
.26
.40

.16
.14
.22
.47

Table 4: Perceptions of American Identity - Descriptive Statistics

Civic
Having American citizenship
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Carrying on cultural traditions of ancestors
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Respecting America’s institutions and laws
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Being informed about local/national politics
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Pursuing economic success through hard work
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Letting others say what they want
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot

93

White

Black

.04
.13
.23
.60

.09
.14
.25
.52

.25
.26
.29
.20

.17
.23
.30
.31

.04
.10
.18
.69

.10
.15
.28
.47

.12
.31
.33
.23

.19
.26
.29
.26

.11
.19
.27
.42

.19
.18
.27
.36

.06
.14
.35
.44

.18
.17
.31
.39

Table 5: Perceptions of American Identity - Descriptive Statistics

Civic
Thinking of oneself as American
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Blending into larger society
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Speaking English
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Respecting others’ cultural differences
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot
Seeing people of all backgrounds as American
Not at all
A little
A moderate amount
A lot

94

White

Black

.06
.13
.25
.56

.16
.18
.27
.38

.16
.24
.31
.28

.25
.24
.28
.23

.14
.18
.26
.42

.15
.17
.25
.43

.06
.16
.29
.48

.07
.12
.22
.58

.07
.12
.25
.56

.11
.10
.22
.57

Table 6: Perceptions of American Identity - Descriptive statistics

Importance of American identity
High
Low
Importance of racial identity
High
Low
Ethnocultural values scale
High
Low
Civic values scale
High
Low

White

Black

.47
.53

.43
.57

.22
.78

.68
.32

.41
.59

.55
.45

.50
.50

.45
.55

Table 7: Importance of American identity, by party
High importance

Low importance

.41
.37
.72

.59
.63
.28

.27
.46
.74

.73
.54
.26

.47
.26
.62

.53
.74
.38

All respondents
Democrat
Independent
Republican
White respondents
Democrat
Independent
Republican
Black respondents
Democrat
Independent
Republican
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Average Marginal Component Effect for All Respondents
Faces:
(Baseline = White man)
White woman
Light man
Light woman
Medium man
Medium woman
Brown man
Brown woman
Black man
Black woman
Identifies:
(Baseline = American)
Latino
Hispanic
Mexican−American
Mexican
White
Black
Religion:
(Baseline = Not religious)
Presbyterian
Evangelical
Catholic
Background:
(Baseline = US−born legal grandparents)
Legal immigrant
Undoc. immigrant
Naturalized citizen
US−born legal parents
US−born undoc. parents
US−born undoc. grandparents
Language:
(Baseline = Only English)
Bilingual
Limited English
No English
Spouse:
(Baseline = Not married)
S. is American
S. is Black
S. is White
S. is same as profile
Education:
(Baseline = High school graduate)
High school dropout
Bachelor's degree
Advanced/graduate degree
Profession:
(Baseline = Teacher)
Waiter
Janitor
Sales manager
IT professional
Doctor
Small business owner
Political:
(Baseline = Not political)
Democrat
Republican
Independent
−1.5

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

Change: American Rating

Figure 1: Average Marginal Component Effects of American Rating for All
Respondents
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Table 8: Average Marginal Component Effects for All Respondents
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Marginal Mean Differences Between White and Black Respondents
(Faces)
Black woman
Black man
Brown woman
Brown man
Medium woman
Medium man
Light woman
Light man
White woman
White man
(Identifies)
Black
White
Mexican
Mexican−American
Hispanic
Latino
American
(Religion)
Not religious
Catholic
Evangelical
Presbyterian
(Background)
US−born undoc. grandparents
US−born legal grandparents
US−born undoc. parents
US−born legal parents
Naturalized citizen
Undoc. immigrant
Legal immigrant
(Language)
No English
Limited English
Bilingual
Only English
(Spouse)
S. is same as profile
S. is White
S. is Black
S. is American
Not married
(Education)
Advanced/graduate degree
Bachelor's degree
High school graduate
High school dropout
(Profession)
Small business owner
Doctor
IT professional
Teacher
Sales manager
Janitor
Waiter
(Political)
Not political
Independent
Republican
Democrat
−0.8

−0.4

0.0

0.4

Estimated Difference Between White and Black Respondents

Figure 2: Marginal mean differences between White and Black respondents
Positive values indicate more favorable ratings among White respondents.
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0.8

Table 9: Marginal Mean Differences Between White and Black
Respondents
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Marginal Mean Differences in American Identity Attachment Among White Respondents
(Faces)
Black woman
Black man
Brown woman
Brown man
Medium woman
Medium man
Light woman
Light man
White woman
White man
(Identifies)
Black
White
Mexican
Mexican−American
Hispanic
Latino
American
(Religion)
Not religious
Catholic
Evangelical
Presbyterian
(Background)
US−born undoc. grandparents
US−born legal grandparents
US−born undoc. parents
US−born legal parents
Naturalized citizen
Undoc. immigrant
Legal immigrant
(Language)
No English
Limited English
Bilingual
Only English
(Spouse)
S. is same as profile
S. is White
S. is Black
S. is American
Not married
(Education)
Advanced/graduate degree
Bachelor's degree
High school graduate
High school dropout
(Profession)
Small business owner
Doctor
IT professional
Teacher
Sales manager
Janitor
Waiter
(Political)
Not political
Independent
Republican
Democrat
−1

0

1

Estimated Difference Between Strong Identifiers and Weak Identifiers

Figure 3: Marginal mean differences between White respondents who strongly
identify with their American identity vs. those who do not. Negative values indicate
more negative ratings among strong identifiers relative to weak identifiers.
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Table 10: Marginal Mean Differences in American Identity Attachment
Among White Respondents
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Marginal Mean Differences in American Identity Attachment Among Black Respondents
(Faces)
Black woman
Black man
Brown woman
Brown man
Medium woman
Medium man
Light woman
Light man
White woman
White man
(Identifies)
Black
White
Mexican
Mexican−American
Hispanic
Latino
American
(Religion)
Not religious
Catholic
Evangelical
Presbyterian
(Background)
US−born undoc. grandparents
US−born legal grandparents
US−born undoc. parents
US−born legal parents
Naturalized citizen
Undoc. immigrant
Legal immigrant
(Language)
No English
Limited English
Bilingual
Only English
(Spouse)
S. is same as profile
S. is White
S. is Black
S. is American
Not married
(Education)
Advanced/graduate degree
Bachelor's degree
High school graduate
High school dropout
(Profession)
Small business owner
Doctor
IT professional
Teacher
Sales manager
Janitor
Waiter
(Political)
Not political
Independent
Republican
Democrat
−0.4

0.0

0.4

Estimated Difference Between Strong Identifiers and Weak Identifiers

Figure 4: Marginal mean differences between Black respondents who strongly
identify with their American identity vs. those who do not. Negative values
indicate more negative ratings among strong identifiers relative to weak
identifiers.
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Marginal Mean Differences in Racial Identity Attachment Among White Respondents
(Faces)
Black woman
Black man
Brown woman
Brown man
Medium woman
Medium man
Light woman
Light man
White woman
White man
(Identifies)
Black
White
Mexican
Mexican−American
Hispanic
Latino
American
(Religion)
Not religious
Catholic
Evangelical
Presbyterian
(Background)
US−born undoc. grandparents
US−born legal grandparents
US−born undoc. parents
US−born legal parents
Naturalized citizen
Undoc. immigrant
Legal immigrant
(Language)
No English
Limited English
Bilingual
Only English
(Spouse)
S. is same as profile
S. is White
S. is Black
S. is American
Not married
(Education)
Advanced/graduate degree
Bachelor's degree
High school graduate
High school dropout
(Profession)
Small business owner
Doctor
IT professional
Teacher
Sales manager
Janitor
Waiter
(Political)
Not political
Independent
Republican
Democrat
−1

0

1

Estimated Difference Between Strong Identifiers and Weak Identifiers

Figure 5: Marginal mean differences between White respondents who strongly
identify with their racial identity vs. those who do not. Negative values indicate
more negative ratings among strong identifiers relative to weak identifiers.
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Marginal Mean Differences in Racial Identity Attachment Among Black Respondents
(Faces)
Black woman
Black man
Brown woman
Brown man
Medium woman
Medium man
Light woman
Light man
White woman
White man
(Identifies)
Black
White
Mexican
Mexican−American
Hispanic
Latino
American
(Religion)
Not religious
Catholic
Evangelical
Presbyterian
(Background)
US−born undoc. grandparents
US−born legal grandparents
US−born undoc. parents
US−born legal parents
Naturalized citizen
Undoc. immigrant
Legal immigrant
(Language)
No English
Limited English
Bilingual
Only English
(Spouse)
S. is same as profile
S. is White
S. is Black
S. is American
Not married
(Education)
Advanced/graduate degree
Bachelor's degree
High school graduate
High school dropout
(Profession)
Small business owner
Doctor
IT professional
Teacher
Sales manager
Janitor
Waiter
(Political)
Not political
Independent
Republican
Democrat
−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Estimated Difference Between Strong Identifiers and Weak Identifiers

Figure 6: Marginal mean differences between Black respondents who strongly
identify with their racial identity vs. those who do not. Positive values indicate
more positive ratings among strong identifiers relative to weak identifiers.
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Table 11: Marginal Mean Differences in Racial Identity Attachment Among
Black Respondents
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Appendices
Appendix A3: Sample profiles
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Appendix B3: Full list of conjoint experimental characteristics
Faces

Identifies as

Religion

American
Hispanic
Latino
Mexican-American
Mexican
Hispanic
White
Black
Catholic
Evangelical
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Political
affiliation
Background

Language

Education

Profession

Spouse

Not religious
Presbyterian
Republican
Democrat
Independent
Not political
Legal immigrant
Undocumented immigrant
Naturalized citizen
Born in U.S.; parents were legal immigrants
Born in U.S.;; parents were undocumented immigrants
Born in the U.S.; grandparents were legal immigrants
Born in the U.S.; grandparents were undocumented immigrants
Only speaks English
Bilingual
Speaks limited English
Does not speak English
Dropped out of high school
High school graduate
Bachelor’s degree
Advanced/graduate degree
IT Professional
Doctor
Janitor
Sales Manager
Teacher
Waiter
Small business owner
Not married
Spouse is American
Spouse is Black
Spouse is White
Spouse is (same race as profile)
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CHAPTER 4: Boundaries of American Identity: Comparing Support for
Redistributive Policies Toward Latino and White Businesses in the Aftermath of
COVID-19

Abstract
National identity remains an important boundary that defines differences between
“us” and “them.” Although national identity can operate as an exclusionary boundary,
scholars argue that priming national identity can also improve attitudes between groups in
conflict. Understanding whether the benefits of the ingroup extend to Latinos as they do to
Whites is helpful for understanding the incorporation of the group into American society.
This paper assesses support for economic relief for small businesses in the aftermath of the
COVID-19 pandemic. Specifically, this paper examines whether priming American
identity results in positive attitudes toward redistribution for Mexican and Italian
restaurants. This paper also explores whether highly-assimilated individuals are more
likely to elicit support. Results indicate that although priming a common in-group identity
results in more support for redistribution toward Latinos, this does not fully extend to
behavior. Highly assimilated individuals do not elicit more support relative to when this
information is omitted. Furthermore, these results are generally consistent across political
parties.
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Introduction
The place of Latinos within American society has been of widespread interest to
scholars. As a group largely comprised of both immigrants and descendants of immigrants,
Latinos have generally been considered outsiders who are often limited from full
membership in American society (Lacayo 2017; Ramirez and Peterson 2020). How the
group is perceived by others impacts their overall position and their ability to integrate into
American society (Golash-Boza 2006). Whether members of the group will successfully
become a part of the national imagined community of “America”—as well as receive the
benefits awarded to members of this community—remains an unanswered question.
Historically, a shared sense of national identity has operated as a way to unite
Americans, particularly in times of crisis (Li and Brewer 2004). In particular, scholars have
highlighted how presenting a common national identity can promote improved attitudes
toward outgroups (Charnysh, Lucas, and Singh 2015; Levendusky 2018). At the same
time, national identity remains an important boundary that defines differences between
“us” and “them.” The re-emergence of nationalist messages like “America first,” in
addition to a wide range of exclusionary nationalist policies enacted by Donald Trump,
suggest how American identity can also be a divisive force used to exclude outsiders. These
messages and policies privilege a certain set of Americans, often those who fit the most
prototypical notions of who is truly an American. The COVID-19 pandemic has also
contributed to already growing exclusionary nationalist sentiment (Bieber 2020),
suggesting that the boundaries of national identity may be less inclusive.
Since Latinos are perceived not to be fully American (Jones-Correa et al. 2018;
Ramirez and Peterson 2020; Roth 2012), it is unclear whether the potentially uniting forces
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of a shared national identity can operate to include Latinos. Although being a “nation of
immigrants” has been key in the United States’ forming narrative, there is also an
expectation that these immigrants and their descendants eventually meld into the American
melting pot, rather than remaining distinct groups. Latinos have been compared to earlier
waves of European migrants and criticized for their supposed inability to “assimilate”
(Huntington 2009). However, much of this has to do with how the group is racialized and
their inability to assimilate into whiteness like their European predecessors (Lacayo 2017).
Since Latinos can be considered to be on the fringes of American-ness, it remains to be
seen whether the boundaries of American national identity can be expanded to include
them.
One of the most important consequences of national identity is how it impacts
people’s attitudes and behaviors. A sense of national identity involves obligations to fellow
group members, particularly when it comes to helping compatriots in times of crisis (Miller
1999; Theiss-Morse 2009). Although priming a common national identity can result in
increased helping-behavior (Charnysh et al. 2015), other scholars find that this generosity
is more pronounced toward those considered prototypical group members (Theiss-Morse
2009). The question of whether Latinos are “American enough” to receive the benefits of
group membership has been underexplored.
As one of the most significant crises of the 21st century, the COVID-19 pandemic
is an important context to explore when considering group attitudes and behaviors. Along
with its severe impact on people’s health and wellbeing, COVID-19 has had drastic
economic impacts, with many small businesses forced to close due to public health
measures. A recent study found that 43 percent of small businesses temporarily closed in
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late March of 2020, with the food service industry particularly vulnerable to the long-term
financial impacts of these shutdowns (Bartik et al. 2020). Although the federal government
passed the Paycheck Protection Program to allow small businesses to take out loans in early
April 2020 as part of the CARES Act, the program was criticized for lending to large
businesses and leaving smaller enterprises underfunded (Baskin 2020). By September of
2020, 88 percent of PPP recipients reported having exhausted their loans, suggesting the
severe long-term economic impacts and need for additional assistance (Anon 2020).
This project examines whether American identity promotes helping behavior
toward Latinos in the face of a crisis (comparing Mexican18 and Italian19 restaurants)
among White Americans. If Latinos are able to successfully become members of the
ingroup, then they should be extended the benefits given to fellow Americans (in this case,
equal support for redistribution) in a similar fashion as prototypical group members. Using
the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, this paper assesses the extent to which individuals
support relief for small businesses suffering from the economic slowdown. By priming
American identity, this paper examines whether a common in-group identity results in
increased helping behavior. In addition, this paper examines whether perceived
assimilability works as a mechanism in shaping support for redistribution. Since

18

The Latino population in the United States is very heterogeneous, with individuals from varying
countries of origin having vastly different racialization experiences. Since testing this heterogeneity is not a
central part of this study (and introducing different national origin groups would result in additional factors
to consider in the experimental setting), it was necessary to choose one specific country of origin. In
addition, since restaurants are generally from one specific country origin, this was a more realistic choice
than presenting a “Latino” or “Hispanic” restaurant. Mexicans are the largest group (63% in 2010) of
Latinos in the United States.
19
Although Italians are not currently the largest group of European immigrants, they are an appropriate
comparison group due to their historical ties to immigration. Despite this immigrant background, Italians
are widely considered an assimilated group to American society. And in many cases, Mexicans are
contrasted as “unassimilable” in comparison to groups like Italians.
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preferences toward redistribution are also largely shaped by party affiliation, I also explore
differences in support by party.
Although results show that priming national identity can promote increased support
for government assistance toward both Mexican- and Italian-owned restaurants, results
also suggest that these positive effects are limited to perceptions rather than behaviors.
Respondents in the Mexican conditions were significantly less likely to be willing to write
a letter to their representative expressing support for relief for small businesses—
suggesting limits to priming a shared ingroup identity. However, the results do not suggest
that perceived assimilability is a key mediating factor in shaping how national identity
impacts preferences toward redistribution. Although Independents and Republicans are
less supportive of redistribution across the board relative to Democrats, the results suggest
only slight deviations by party, such as the American identity prime being somewhat less
effective in increasing support for redistribution among Independents.

National identity as a social identity
Social identity theory argues that group identities have important consequences for
behavior. Social identities are defined by a sense of membership, which involves both
awareness of belonging in a particular group, as well as a psychological attachment to the
group (Baskin 2020). For individuals who are strongly attached to their group, their social
identity is particularly influential. Social identities shape group norms, including pressure
to conform to normative group values. Another key aspect of how social identities shape
perceptions and behavior is through differentiation from outgroups. Members of particular
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groups tend to favor those from within their own group, resulting in prejudice and bias
against outgroup members (Hornsey 2008).
Scholars argue many of the important aspects of American identity are grounded in
the link between national and social identities. Miller argues that nationality emerges out
of a belief in shared characteristics with fellow group members, which implies a sense of
commitment to fellow group members. Because of the centrality of nationality for people’s
overall identity, these obligations toward others are strong. At the same time, however, the
obligations of national identity toward fellow group members are vague (Miller 1999).
Although social identities rely on ingroup differentiation from outgroups, the
common ingroup identity model argues that introducing a common superordinate identity
can lead to a reduction in bias toward perceived outgroups by emphasizing a more inclusive
“we” (Gaertner et al. 1993). Psychologists argue that ingroup favoritism rather than
outgroup hostility drives intergroup bias (Gaertner et al. 2000). Rather than focusing on
drawing distinctions with perceived members of the outgroup, this theory suggests that
emphasizing a shared identity can reduce prejudice by extending ingroup member benefits
to those originally perceived to be in the outgroup.
When considering how national identity shapes attitudes and behavior toward
specific subgroups, research has found that emphasizing an overarching national identity
can improve general attitudes, as well as promote support for redistribution, between
groups in conflict (Charnysh et al. 2015; Levendusky 2018). Notably, Transue finds that
emphasizing a superordinate American identity among Whites leads to greater support
toward tax increases for educational opportunities for minorities (Transue 2007). However,
other studies suggest that there may be limits to the benefits of a common ingroup identity.
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For example, Theiss-Morse finds that in some instances, Americans prioritize giving help
to those who they consider “prototypical” group members and are less trusting of groups
that do not fit their conceptions of group members (Theiss-Morse 2009).
In addition, recent evidence suggests that national identity has become more
partisan than before. Traditionally, scholars argued that attachment to one’s national
identity does not rely on political ideology, but is widely endorsed among both Democrats
and Republicans (Huddy and Khatib 2007). However, Trump’s divisive use of American
identity through his emphasis on “America first” suggests how priming national identity
could be tied to greater exclusionary nationalist sentiment. Smith argues that rather than
invoking narratives around American identity that emphasize respect toward minorities,
liberals have rejected all forms of nationalism (Smith 2020). The COVID-19 pandemic has
also exacerbated some of these divides; Su and Shen find that concern with the COVID-19
pandemic was associated with lower support for nationalistic policies like enacting a travel
ban among liberals (Su and Shen 2021). Therefore, it remains up for debate whether
national identity still has the same potential to unify rather than divide individuals. Recent
evidence also suggests that views toward Latinos and immigrants more generally are
related to a fundamental rightward shift in political identification among Whites (Hajnal
and Rivera 2014).

Deservingness and support for welfare benefits
Scholars argue that when assessing whether someone should receive social welfare
benefits, people evaluate the perceived “deservingness” of that individual. The general
criteria posited by scholars for who should receive benefits argues that the following
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individuals are most deserving: those who are less responsible or at fault for their current
situation, more compliant and grateful individuals, individuals who reciprocate, those
closer identity-wise, and those that are in the most need (Nielsen, Frederiksen, and Larsen
2020; van Oorschot 2000).
Specifically, scholars examining support for redistribution in the United States
argue that these are highly racialized and profoundly impacted by stereotypes (Palmer
2018), often viewing Black Americans and Latinos as less deserving (DeSante 2013; Fox
2004). DeSante finds that perceptions of hard work, which are central to ideas of
deservingness, are also racialized. Whites are significantly more likely to be rewarded for
hard work than Black Americans. In addition, scholars argue that the impact of racial bias
not only impacts attitudes toward spending on specific individuals, but also impacts general
support for social policies (Harell, Soroka, and Iyengar 2016). On the other hand, other
scholarly work finds limited support for the hypothesis that in-group preferences shape
perceived deservingness in cases such as charitable giving (Gross and Wronski 2021).
Other scholars find that instances of racial bias are sometimes limited to subsets of specific
groups. Hussey and Pearson-Merkowitz finds that while attitudes toward undocumented
immigrants are largely influential in shaping social welfare preferences, general attitudes
toward Latinos are not associated to welfare attitudes (Hussey and Pearson-Merkowitz
2013). There is also evidence that presenting welfare recipients’ ability to gain financial
independence after receiving welfare was sufficient to eliminate racial bias (Cooley,
Brown-Iannuzzi, and Boudreau 2019).
The context of the COVID-19 pandemic also warrants careful consideration.
Although work on COVID-19 is relatively nascent, a recent study found widespread
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support of COVID-19 related support in Canada, regardless of deservingness, similarity or
prejudicial attitudes, which suggests that the pandemic may uniquely structure these
attitudes (Bridgman et al. 2021). However, other scholars argue that COVID-19 has
exacerbated the already growing prominence of exclusionary nationalism (Bieber 2020).
At the same time, attitudes toward COVID-19 overall have varied by party affiliation.
When examining support for COVID-19 restrictions, Republicans have generally been less
supportive of all types of restrictions compared to Democrats (Baum et al. 2020).
Restrictions about requiring most businesses to close are particularly unfavorable among
Republicans, but are also the least supported restrictions among Democrats.

Perceived foreignness of Latinos
Much of the exclusion of the Latino population centers around Whites perceiving
members of the group as foreign. Studies that examine the perspective of Latinos find that
they largely choose to identify as Latino because they are not allowed to fully identify as
American (Golash-Boza 2006; Roth 2012; Vargas 2015). However, scholarly work has not
sufficiently examined what it takes for Latinos to be seen as American and receive the
benefits of shared group membership.
At the same time, many Whites criticize Latinos due to their perceived lack of
desire to assimilate into American society, unlike their European predecessors who
migrated in earlier decades (Huntington 2009). Scholars argue that Whites view Latinos as
a cultural threat (Meyerhoffer 2015). Specifically, Ramirez and Peterson find that much of
the animosity toward Latinos is rooted in a perception among Whites that Latinos “violate
basic Anglo-American culture and norms” (Ramirez and Peterson 2020). Even positive
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values that Latinos are perceived to have—including being hard working and familyoriented—are considered a hindrance to their assimilability by Whites (Lacayo 2017). As
such, the perceived in-assimilability of Latinos is likely to shape whether Latinos are given
the same benefits of ingroup membership as Whites.

Research questions and hypotheses20
This paper examines whether the benefits of a common ingroup identity are
extended to Latinos in a similar fashion as they are to Whites, who are considered
“prototypical” group members. If Latinos are granted the same benefits of American
identity as their White counterparts, this suggests their potential for full incorporation into
American society more broadly. While scholarly work has shown the powerful uniting
effects of national identity in various contexts, the Trump era—which weaponized
American identity as a dividing force—brings into question whether national identity can
still unify diverse groups. Similarly, the nationalism associated with the COVID-19
pandemic also brings this into question.
Latinos’ exclusion on the basis of the group not being seen as “American” suggests
that they will be considered differently from groups that are viewed as more prototypical
(Huntington 2009; Lacayo 2017). As a result, I expect that while priming national identity
will increase support for redistribution for both businesses, the increase in support for
redistribution will be greater for the Italian restaurant than for the Mexican restaurant.

20

This study and the following hypotheses were pre-registered with EGAP (Evidence in Governance and
Politics).
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A related question is whether this expansion is conditional on their perceived
assimilation. One of the key aspects that shapes Latinos’ exclusion from being considered
fully “American” by others is their perceived inassimilability, particularly in comparison
to their European counterparts from earlier migration waves. I examine how presenting
highly assimilated restaurant owners operates as a mechanism in shaping attitudes,
examining how this operates with (and without) priming American identity. I expect that
the highly assimilated Mexican conditions will be seen more favorably than the Mexican
conditions without additional information, particularly when American identity is primed.
However, I do not expect this difference for the Italian restaurant owners.
Lastly, as preferences toward redistribution are shaped by political party affiliation,
I also examine the effect of party. Trump’s usage of American identity as a dividing force
suggests potential party differences in how respondents respond to the American identity
prime. I anticipate that there will be different baseline levels of support between Democrats
and Republicans, with Republicans less supportive of redistribution than Democrats.
However, I still expect the first hypothesis to hold among both groups, and that priming
national identity will have an even stronger effect among Republicans.

Methods
To test these hypotheses, I fielded a survey experiment through Dynata in late May
2021. Participation was restricted to US-born, White individuals,21 with a total of 1,978
respondents who completed the survey. At the beginning of the survey, respondents were

21

Future work will examine how these boundaries operate for Black Americans, by including an additional
condition for a Black-owned restaurant.
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presented with a vignette of a restaurant owner22 who was struggling to keep his business
afloat during the pandemic. Respondents were presented with either an Italian (condition
1, baseline) or a Mexican restaurant-owner (condition 2). The baseline conditions present
basic information about the restaurant-owner, with no additional information:
Giovanni Bianchi/Jose Sanchez had a difficult year. As a native23 Pennsylvanian,
he dreamed of opening a restaurant since he was young, and he made his dream a
reality a few years ago. Giovanni’s Italian/Jose’s Mexican restaurant has been
deeply affected by the economic slowdown related to COVID-19. As the pandemic
continues and his restaurant has been operating at a reduced capacity,
Giovanni/Jose may soon need to close his restaurant if he cannot make up for lost
revenue.
To understand the impact of whether priming national identity impacted assessments of
respondents, respondents were asked to write three sentences recalling a time when they
felt proud to be an American24 (conditions 3 and 4).
Think about a time when you felt proud to be an American. It is okay if you do
not remember all the details, just be specific about what it felt like. If you can,
write your description so that someone reading it might even feel proud to be an
American.
Since the perceived foreignness of Latinos across generations has been a strong argument
as to the groups’ inassimilability, I test this potential mechanism by presenting highly

22

Specifically, I chose to vary names and the type of restaurant. I chose not to identify the person as
explicitly Italian or Mexican in order to ensure the most effective priming of a common ingroup identity.
23
I intentionally indicate that the restaurant owner is native-born to ensure that there is no confusion about
the respondents’ immigrant background. In addition, this allows me to test how perceived assimilability
functions as a mechanism among the native-born.
24
Although some scholars have argued that patriotism and national identity are theoretically distinct
concepts (Huddy and Khatib 2007), other scholars note that these two notions are very empirically
intertwined (Levendusky 2018). Future experiments should examine whether different variations of the
treatment, with more subtle American identity primes, have similar results.
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assimilated Mexicans and Italians, both without (conditions 5 and 6) and with (conditions
7 and 8) the American identity prime25:
During the pandemic, he has missed engaging in his favorite traditions, such as
attending baseball games, celebrating holidays (including his favorite—the fourth
of July), and getting together with his family to enjoy food like hot dogs and apple
pie.
This results in a total of eight conditions. For the analyses that follow, I compare each
condition relative to the baseline Italian condition with no additional information.
After being presented with one vignette, respondents are asked to answer four
questions that assess their opinion about government assistance, which are the dependent
variables. The first question asks how deserving Jose/Giovanni is of government assistance
to help his small business, on a scale of 1 to 7. The second questions inquires about direct
assistance; it asks for respondents’ level of agreement on whether the government should
give money to Jose’s Mexican restaurant/Giovanni’s Italian restaurant to help them with
economic recovery. The third question asks respondents about their support for small
businesses receiving grants in general to help them recover from the coronavirus pandemic.
The fourth question asks respondents whether they would like to write a note to their
congressional representative(s) regarding coronavirus relief for small businesses.

25

To determine what determined “assimilation,” I ran a pre-test on Amazon Mechanical Turk. Through a
short answer response, I asked respondents to identify what they believed were important American
customs and values. Out of 200 people that answered the survey, some of the most commonly identified
words were “July” (n=54), “food” (n=31), “baseball” (n=22), “family” (n=21). The most commonly
identified foods were hot dogs and apple pie (n=14 for each). Respondents in the pre-test were also asked to
rate the importance of select components to American culture. Although intermarriage is widely
emphasized as important in the sociological literature on assimilation, the majority of respondents rated it
as not important (71%). In contrast, celebrating July 4th, Thanksgiving and eating American food were
rated highly. July 4th was chosen because this was more frequently identified in the open-answer question
than Thanksgiving.
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Results
Experimental Manipulation and Condition Checks
First, I perform a data manipulation check on whether priming American identity
successfully increased respondents’ American identity attachment, shown on Table 1.
When examining whether respondents whose American identity was primed (in conditions
3, 4, 7 and 8) were more likely to agree that their American identity was important to them,
the manipulation check shows that there is no statistically significant difference in the mean
of condition A versus the conditions where American identity was primed. Previous studies
with similar American identity primes generally find modest differences between those
who are exposed to the American identity prime compared to those who are not
(Levendusky 2018), since many Americans consider their national identity to be important
to them.
In appendix A4, I present balance statistics to examine whether each condition is
balanced with respect to demographic characteristics. For the purpose of these analyses, I
examined whether respondents were similar in terms of level of education, gender, income,
party, ideology, and perceptions of strictness of COVID limits, comparing each condition
relative to condition 1. The most unbalanced characteristic appears to be gender, where 58
percent of respondents in condition 1 are male, relative to a smaller share (46 to 50 percent)
in the other conditions. There are also imbalances due to age across conditions, with the
mean in condition 1 being 54 years, and the mean in the other conditions ranging from
being 50 to 51 years old. Income and education are also slightly imbalanced, with
respondents in condition 1 having slightly higher levels than in some other conditions. To
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account for these imbalances, I include these variables as covariates in OLS models when
comparing the effect of each condition.

Descriptive statistics
Next, I present descriptive results, beginning with dependent variables on Table 2.
Results show that respondents expressed the most support for redistribution when asked
about the restaurant-owner directly. When asked to rate how deserving the restaurantowner was of assistance, respondents generally perceived him to be deserving of assistance
(mean 5.54). In addition, respondents generally agreed that his restaurant should receive
assistance (mean 4.11). On the other hand, respondents were less likely to indicate support
for grants for small businesses overall (mean 3.54). When asked if they wanted to write a
letter in support of small businesses to their congressional representative, only 28 percent
of respondents said yes.
Table 3 presents descriptive results for key independent variables of interest. The
mean age of respondents is 51 years of age, which is consistent with national age patterns
for non-Hispanic Whites, who tend to skew older. The majority of respondents are noncollege educated, with 33 percent having a high school diploma or less, and 34 percent
having attended some college. The modal income category is between $20,000 - $49,999,
with a sizable share in the $50,000 - $79,999 category. The sample is roughly evenly split
by party, with about a third of respondents identifying as Democrats (26 percent),
Independents (36 percent), and Republicans (37 percent). The majority of respondents
identify their political ideology as moderate (33 percent), with a larger share of
conservatives (21 percent somewhat conservative and 17 percent very conservative) than
123

liberals. The vast majority of respondents (60 percent) strongly agreed that being an
American was important to them.

Experimental Results: Differences between conditions
Next, I examine the average treatment effects using OLS regression26. For each
variable, I first show models with the conditions as predictors (Model 1 in all tables). To
correct for imbalances across each condition, I also show models controlling for covariates
(Model 2 in all tables). Table 4 presents models predicting the restaurant owner’s perceived
deservingness of government assistance, with the predicted values shown on Figure 1.
Results show that priming American identity results in increased perceptions of
deservingness similarly for both the Italian and Mexican restaurant-owner, relative to the
Italian condition with no additional information. Interestingly, presenting a highly
assimilated business owner is not enough to prompt increased support in either the Italian
or Mexican conditions. When combined with the American identity prime, there is no
additional bonus in perceived deservingness for assimilation either, suggesting that
assimilation does not improve perceived deservingness.
Table 5 predicts respondents’ assessment of whether the government should give
the restaurant owner grants to help his small business recover from the COVID-19
pandemic, with predicted values shown on Figure 2. The results in Model 1 show that
respondents whose American identity is primed are more likely to agree that both the

26

When examining ordinal or binary outcome variables, these variables can violate the key assumptions of
OLS. I tested for homoskedasticity, whether the residuals were normally distributed, and linearity. The only
assumption that was violated was that of the residuals being normally distributed. However, with a
sufficiently large sample size, the model should be robust to non-normality of the residuals, according to
the central limit theorem (Pek, Wong, and Wong 2018).
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Italian and Mexican restaurant owner should receive government assistance to help them
recover from the COVID-19 pandemic. When examining the effect of assimilation, Model
1 shows marginally greater support for highly assimilated Italian and Mexican restaurant
owners, compared to the Italian condition with no additional information. But when
combined with the American identity prime, the assimilation conditions do not yield
greater support above that seen for conditions with just the American identity prime.
However, after controlling for compositional differences in Model 2, the strength of the
effects is reduced. While priming American identity still results in greater support for the
Italian restaurant owner, support for Mexican restaurant owners is only marginally
significant. Similarly, the effect of assimilation is no longer significant on its own, and
marginally significant when combined with the American identity primes27. These findings
suggest that when asked about direct assistance, there is only a slight positive effect of
priming a common ingroup identity. These findings also do not support the hypothesis that
highly assimilated individuals are more likely to receive support relative to when this
information is omitted.
Table 6 predicts respondents’ agreement for supporting COVID-19 relief for small
businesses in general, with predicted values shown on figure 3. In these models, there are
only marginally significant differences when American identity is primed, which do not
show much support for the hypotheses. While the marginally positive effects of the identity
prime among respondents do not hold after adding covariates, respondents in the highly

27

I tested various iterations of this model to examine whether the differences between model 1 and 2 could
be due to differences by political party. When controlling for party (with no other covariates), the results in
model 1 remain the same. This suggests that the imbalances between the experimental conditions are likely
driving the differences between models 1 and 2.
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assimilated Mexican condition are marginally more likely to support relief for small
businesses in general when their identity is primed.
Table 7 predicts whether respondents are willing to write a letter to their
congressional representative in support of COVID-19 relief for small businesses,28 with
predicted values shown on figure 4. In contrast to the previous models where there was no
evidence of less support for the Mexican owner, models 1 and 2 consistently show that
across conditions, respondents who are exposed to the Mexican condition are less likely to
indicate that they would like to write a letter to their representative. Although priming a
common ingroup identity alone does not have an effect for either the Italian or the Mexican
conditions, when combined with a highly assimilated individual, priming identity results
in a lower likelihood of agreeing to write a letter in support of small businesses.

Differences by Party
Compared to Democrats, Independents and Republicans are less supportive of
redistribution across the board. In addition to examining how party preferences differed
overall, I also explore the interaction between political party and each condition, to
examine whether there were differences in support for redistribution within each condition
(model 3 in each table). I show predicted values of the dependent variables to facilitate the
interpretation of interaction effects (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006).

28

Results are the same when examining writing a letter as an outcome using a logistic regression model
(compared to a linear probability/OLS model), so I chose the OLS model for consistency and ease of
interpretation.
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Figure 5 shows predicted values of perceived deservingness of the restaurant owner
by party (based on the coefficients from Model 3 of Table 4). Looking at the estimates for
condition 1, Democrats are more likely to express support for the Italian restaurant owner
(with no additional information)29. The figure also suggests that Republicans are the ones
most affected by the American identity prime, since there appear to be the greatest
differences among Republicans between the conditions where identity was primed
(conditions 3 and 4) and those with no additional information (conditions 1 and 2).
However, this pattern does not deviate from the overall pattern found for all groups and
does not suggest that one party uniquely favors either the Italian or Mexican restaurant
owner.
Figure 6 shows predicted values of supporting government assistance for the
restaurant owner. Overall, there are few differences across parties, although there is a
general pattern of higher support across all conditions among Democrats. Republicans are
less likely to support relief for the restaurant owner when presented with no additional
information (conditions 1 and 2) compared to Democrats, whereas they are less likely to
support the highly assimilated Mexican restaurant owner when their American identity was
primed (condition 8).
Figure 7 shows predicted values of supporting relief for small businesses by party.
There are less differences between the parties on their support for relief for small businesses
in general compared to the other variables. Interestingly, although Republicans and

29

Although looking at the figures is helpful for interpreting interaction effects, it is important to not solely
rely on differences shown in the figures since they can be prone to type 1 error. As a result, I also examine
the differences I describe in this section via OLS models. I separated respondents by condition and
examined whether preferences were different by party. These results support the interpretations stated in
this section, and can be found in tables 15, 16 and 17.

127

Democrats in the Mexican condition whose identity is primed are similarly likely to
endorse support for relief, Independents are less likely to do so.
Figure 8 shows predicted values of willingness to write a letter to their
congressional representative in support of small businesses. For the most part, there are not
large differences by party, and the results do not indicate that one party was less likely to
express support for the Mexican restaurant-owner than the other parties. When looking at
respondents whose identity was primed and who were shown the Mexican restaurant
(condition 4), these results show that Democrats are significantly more likely to indicate
that they would write a letter to their representative than Republicans or Independents.

Conclusion
This paper examines boundary-making processes between non-Latino Whites and
Latinos. Using vignettes on the impact of COVID-19 on small businesses, I examine how
national identity and level of assimilation shape support for redistribution toward Latinos
in comparison to Italians. By asking respondents about their support for redistribution
toward a Mexican or an Italian owned restaurant, this paper tests how Latinos are evaluated
relative to a more prototypically American group. Without a key difference between the
Mexican and Italian conditions, this would suggest the ability for Latinos to fully cross into
the ingroup of “American.”
Overall, results present a mixed picture regarding whether a common ingroup
identity can successfully result in increased helping behavior towards Latinos among
Whites. Priming American identity results in improved perceptions of deservingness and
support for redistribution similarly toward the Mexican owned restaurant as it does toward
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the Italian owned restaurant, but the effects do not extend to political action in the same
way. Respondents who were exposed to several of the Mexican conditions were
consistently less likely to agree to write a letter to their representative in support of small
businesses. This could either be due to greater social desirability bias in stated preferences
compared to willingness to engage in more active forms of helping behavior, or it could
indicate a higher threshold for people’s willingness to actively advocate for Latinos.
Whether either of these mechanisms are at play, the results present a picture of the limited
incorporation of Latinos.
In addition, there was no support for the hypothesis that a highly assimilated
Mexican restaurant owner is seen more favorably, indicating that this does not make a
substantial difference in how the group is viewed. At the same time, the highly assimilated
Italian conditions are not viewed more favorably. This could be due to people’s preexisting perceptions of each group driving their willingness to support redistribution
efforts, or respondents’ lack of differentiation between those who are highly assimilated
and those who are not. Future work should further disentangle the concept of
“assimilability” and examine it more closely.
Similarly, when considering the third hypothesis about differential party effects,
results show that although Democrats are more supportive of redistribution overall relative
to Independents and Republicans, the patterns for the three groups are similar. There is
some evidence of some differential effects of priming American identity by party, where
the results are particularly pronounced for Republicans in the case of deservingness, and
less pronounced for Independents in the case of supporting relief for small businesses more
generally. However, no group was more likely to express more or less inclusive attitudes
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toward the Mexican restaurant across all conditions. This suggests that the results are not
solely driven by one party and suggests that these results are consistent for Whites across
the board. Lastly, these results do not suggest a shift in how different parties respond to
American identity in the post-Trump era.
These results have several implications regarding the incorporation of Latinos.
First, the results show the potential for Latinos to be given the benefits of a shared ingroup
identity in a similar way as a more prototypically American group, which is a positive
indication of how Whites may eventually welcome Latinos into the ingroup. At the same
time, there remains a hesitancy to extend these benefits equally—with similar support when
it comes to perceptions, but not behavior. The experiment was intentional in presenting
both restaurant owners as native-born, to minimize confusion regarding whether
perceptions could be attributed to the owners being immigrants. Although the restaurantowners are both “American” by definition, these results show that full incorporation of
Latinos as Americans remains limited by how Whites perceive them. In addition, contrary
to prior expectations that highly assimilated Mexican restaurant owners in particular would
elicit greater support, these results show that perceived assimilability, or lack thereof, is
not a key mechanism in shaping inclusion into the ingroup for either Mexican or Italian
restaurant owners.
An important consideration is how these results generalize toward perceptions of
redistribution toward Latinos more broadly. In many ways, small business owners
represent many of the values of American identity—hard-work, entrepreneurship, and
creating jobs for others. In accordance with the deservingness literature, a small business
owner is likely among the most deserving for this reason (Nielsen et al. 2020; van Oorschot
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2000). In this way, this paper presents a conservative test of how Latinos may be seen more
broadly. Presenting “less deserving” types of Latinos may result in respondents being less
responsive to the American identity prime, which necessitates future work to examine
varying presentations of Latinos. However, the lower likelihood of engaging in supportive
behaviors may be even more pronounced when presented with a different situation where
the person is perceived to be “less deserving”. In addition, due to the decision to select a
Mexican restaurant, this experiment’s ability to generalize to Latinos overall may also be
complicated by the heterogeneity of the group. Much of the anti-Latino rhetoric has been
explicitly directed at Latinos of Mexican origin, so there may be better perceptions of nonMexican Latinos. However, more research is needed to fully consider how the
heterogeneity of the Latino population complicates the group’s racialization and inclusion
into American society.
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Tables and Figures
Table 1: T-tests of Importance of American Identity
Condition
Italian no addt’l info (1, baseline)
Mexican no addt’l info (2)
Italian + American prime (3)
Mexican + American prime (4)
Italian + assimilation (5)
Mexican + assimilation (6)
Italian + American prime + assimilation (7)
Mexican + American prime + assimilation (8)

Mean
4.34
4.33
4.36
4.17
4.37
4.37
4.34
4.20

Note: Importance of American identity ranges from 1 to 5.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables
Variable
Mean
Perceived deservingness of restaurant owner
5.54
Support for government assistance for restaurant owner 4.11
Support for relief for small businesses
3.54
Write letter to representative
0.28
Note: Deservingness ranges from 1 to 7.
Should receive assistance and grants for small businesses range from 1 to 5.
Letter to representative is a binary variable.

136

Std. Dev.
1.53
0.97
1.43
0.44

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables
Variable
Age
Male
Education
HS graduate or less
Some college
Four year college degree
Advanced degree
Income
Less than 20k
20k-49k
50k-79k
80k-119k
120k or more
Party
Democrat
Independent
Republican
Ideology
Very conservative
Somewhat conservative
Not sure
Moderate
Somewhat liberal
Very liberal
Importance of American identity
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
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51.39 (18.03)
0.49
0.33
0.34
0.19
0.14
0.16
0.28
0.26
0.16
0.14
0.28
0.36
0.37
0.17
0.21
0.07
0.33
0.13
0.09
0.03
0.03
0.11
0.22
0.60

Table 4: Coefficients from OLS Regressions Predicting Perceived Deservingness of
Restaurant Owner
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Table 5: Coefficients from OLS Regressions Predicting Support for Government
Assistance for Restaurant Owner
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Predicted values of perceived deservingness
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Figure 1: Predicted values of perceived deservingness among all respondents
(calculated from table 4, model 2)
Predicted values of supporting government assistance for restaurant owner
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Figure 2: Predicted values of supporting government assistance for restaurant
owner among all respondents (calculated from table 5, model 2)
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Table 6: Coefficients from OLS Regressions Predicting Support for Relief for Small
Businesses
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Table 7: Coefficients from OLS Regressions Predicting Likelihood of Writing a
Letter to Representative
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Predicted values of supporting relief for small businesses
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Figure 3: Predicted values of supporting relief for small businesses among all
respondents (calculatedfrom table 6, model 2)
Predicted values of writing a letter to representative
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Figure 4: Predicted values of likelihood of writing a letter to congressional
representative(s) in supportof small businesses among all respondents (calculated
from table 7, model 2)
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Predicted estimates of perceived deservingness by party
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Figure 5: Predicted values of perceived deservingness by party (calculated from table 4,
model 3)

Predicted estimates of supporting government assistance for restaurant owner
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Figure 6: Predicted values of supporting government assistance for restaurant owner by
party (calculated from table 5, model 3)
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Predicted estimates of supporting relief for small businesses
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Figure 7: Predicted values of supporting relief for small businesses by party (calculated
from table 6, model 3)

Predicted estimates of writing a letter to representative
0.5

Estimate

0.4
Republican
Democrat

0.3

Independent
0.2

si
m
as
+
Am
er
+
ex
M

Ita

l+

Am
er

M
ex

+

+

as

as

si
m

si
m

m
as
l+
Ita

M

ex

+

Am

si

er

er
Am
Ita

l+

se
ba
M
ex

Ita

lb

as

el

lin

e

in
e

0.1

Figure 8: Predicted values of writing a letter to congressional representative(s) in support
of small businesses by party (calculated from table 7, model 3)
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Table 8: Coefficients from OLS Regressions Predicting Support for Redistribution
Among Respondents Exposed to Condition 1
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Table 9: Coefficients from OLS Regressions Predicting Support for Redistribution
Among Respondents Exposed to Condition 4
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Table 10: Coefficients from OLS Regressions Predicting Support for Redistribution
Among Respondents Exposed to Condition 8
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Appendix A4
Table A4.1: Balance Checks for Condition 2 vs. Condition 1

Table A4.2: Balance Checks for Condition 3 vs. Condition 1

Table A4.3: Balance Checks for Condition 4 vs. Condition 1
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Table A4.4: Balance Checks for Condition 5 vs. Condition 1

Table A4.5: Balance Checks for Condition 6 vs. Condition 1

Table A4.6: Balance Checks for Condition 7 vs. Condition 1
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Table A4.7: Balance Checks for Condition 8 vs. Condition 1
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Chapter 5: Conclusion
This dissertation has explored the incorporation of Latinos from different
perspectives—examining Latino perceptions of the racial hierarchy, as well as how other
groups view Latinos and their belonging in American society more broadly. Going beyond
the traditional focus on individual-level measures of social incorporation that are limited
(such as intermarriage), this dissertation considers the incorporation of Latinos more
broadly. I first examine the place that Latinos occupy in the racial hierarchy relative to
White and Black Americans, by examining the perceptions they have of these groups. I
then test the extent to which Latinos are perceived to be full participants in American
society by others.
This dissertation contributes to the immigrant incorporation literature in several
ways. First, by directly comparing the perceptions that Latinos have of White and Black
Americans as well as other Latinos, this dissertation presents a more accurate picture of the
place that Latinos may occupy in the racial hierarchy. Results from the first chapter suggest
that greater contact is associated with negative attitudes toward Whites, but positive
attitudes toward Blacks. In addition, perceived threat is also associated with less positive
perceptions of all groups, suggesting how notions of threat impact attitudes across the
board. Perceived insecurity in the form of vulnerability to crime and anti-immigrant forces
also results in negative attitudes toward both groups, but appears to push Latinos closer to
their own group. These findings suggest that as Latinos become integrated on a number of
dimensions, they are less likely to adhere to notions of White superiority and are more
likely to have positive perceptions of Black Americans. This runs counter to theoretical
expectations that suggest that the boundary between whites and Latinos is relatively
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permeable (Alba and Nee 2003). In the eyes of Latinos, although they still perceive
considerable social distance between themselves and Blacks, these results suggest the
potential for Latinos to gravitate closer to the group as they perceive themselves to be
further from Whites.
Second, by looking at White and Black Americans’ perceptions of Latinos and
whether or different characteristics of the group are considered to be American, this
dissertation highlights the importance of impermeable boundaries in shaping the
incorporation of Latinos. These findings highlight many additional points of exclusion that
are usually not shown when asked directly. Although ethnocultural norms as components
of national identity are often rejected in surveys, this paper shows how their value is still
upheld. Phenotype continues to be an exclusionary metric that shapes how Latinos are
perceived by others, which suggests how their incorporation is racialized. Although this is
consistent with previous work that highlights this heterogeneity (Jones-Correa et al. 2018),
this chapter also suggests how Latinos may not fit neatly within the black-white racial
hierarchy due to phenotypic variation that extends beyond these categorizations. The
results also suggest that even Latinos who are born in the United States (which should
make them American by default) are still considered less American due to their parents’ or
grandparents’ migratory background.
The findings from the second chapter also reinforce how American identity is
racialized, particularly when it comes to Whites’ perceptions, and how it is important to
consider both the perspective of White and Black Americans. White respondents favor
characteristics consistent with whiteness and greater structural incorporation more than
Black respondents. Furthermore, among Whites for whom their American identity is
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important to them, they are more likely to draw restrictive boundaries across the board. On
the other hand, Black respondents who strongly identify with their racial identity draw less
restrictive boundaries in comparison to those who are weak identifiers. When considering
the future of intergroup relations, this again suggests that Latinos are not neatly integrating
into whiteness. While these results suggest that there is support for Latinos occupying a
“racial middle” between both groups, the findings also highlight how different Latinos will
likely have different incorporation paths (Bonilla-Silva 2004).
The third chapter more closely considers the consequences of Latinos are not being
seen as American. I examine whether the benefits of American identity are extended to
Latinos in a similar fashion as they are to prototypical group members, by looking at the
perspective of Whites. I explore support for redistribution toward small business owners in
the context of the COVID-19 pandemic and compare attitudes toward Mexican and Italian
business owners. Specifically, I explore whether priming American identity results in
increased helping-behavior toward the restaurant owners, as well as whether highlyassimilated restaurant-owners are more likely to be supported. Results suggest that priming
American identity results in increased perceptions of Latino-owned businesses as
deserving of support and that they are similarly seen as deserving as Italian-owned
businesses. However, when asked about writing a letter to congressional representatives in
support for small businesses, respondents in the Latino conditions were actually less
supportive regardless of whether their American identity was primed or not. While the
findings of the third chapter suggest that Whites are capable of including Latinos under the
umbrella of American identity, this chapter also highlights how it does not extend to aspects
that include more active engagement from Whites. Furthermore, although Democrats were
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more likely to be supportive across the board relative to Independents and Republicans,
there were no substantial party differences in discrimination toward Mexican-owned
businesses. In addition, this paper finds that despite suggestions that Latinos’
“inassimilability” is at fault for their lack of full incorporation (Huntington 2009; Lacayo
2017), Latinos who embrace American customs and values are not more likely to be seen
positively. This has several implications for considering the incorporation of Latinos more
broadly. In many ways, small business owners embody many “American values,” such a
hard-work and capitalism. If Whites are less likely to support a small business owner, they
would likely be less supportive of Latinos that are perceived as less deserving of assistance.
As a result, more work that disentangles how the boundaries and benefits of American
identity extend to the group should be explored.
This dissertation highlights the importance of the group’s racialization in shaping
their path to incorporation. Unlike European migrants from the 20th century, the overall
picture is that Latinos are not neatly assimilating into American society by gravitating
closer to whites. At the same time, this dissertation shows how the heterogeneity of the
group should be explicitly considered. Latinos will have different incorporation pathways
depending on their immigration status, family background, skin color, contact with others,
perceived insecurity, among other factors. This dissertation also emphasizes the
importance of considering social incorporation to fully understand the experiences of
Latinos in the United States, as full structural incorporation is likely to be influenced by
Latinos’ experiences of discrimination and exclusion.
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